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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We ark rEquestep to state that the Chief Judge in 
Bankruptcy will siton Monday next, February the 23rd, 
md following days, to proceed with the hearing of 
‘ppeals ; and all parties having appeals pending must be 
prepared. 


Taz Master or tue Rotts has given general instruc- 
tions to his Chief Clerks that all administration actions in 
Which a decree is made in chambers, and which are 
Within the jurisdiction of the county courts, shall be 
transferred (under 30 & 81 Vict. c. 142, 8, 8) to the 
®ounty court, and this rule is also to be applied to ad- 


aaa decrees made in court by the Master of the 


In rue case or Kelly v. Byles (ante, p. 288), Lord 
Justice James is reported to have said that “the court 
would strongly discourage the taking of shorthand 
writer’s notes of evidence. Asa general rule the judge’s 
notes of the evidence ought to be. sufficient for the 
purposes of the appeal.” And in Zn re Hallett (b.) the 
Master of the Rolls said that, as a general rule, the Court 
of Appeal did not allow the costs of notes of the 
evidence in the court below. While we are fully 
aware both that the terms of Order 58, rule 11 (8), 
appear to contemplate that, primd facie, the jadge’s 
notes are to be the mode of bringing before the Court of 
Appeal the evidence taken in the court below, and also 
that it is of great importance to keep down the ex- 
pense of appeals, we are compelled to ask whether the 
Court of Appeal is not giving too much prominence to 
the rule that the costs of transcripts of the shorthand 
writer's notes will not in general be allowed. Most 
practitioners are aware of the character of the notes 
of evidence made by certain judges in the Chancery 
Division. There are, and must be, until a new 
generation of chancery judges arises, many cases in 
which the appeal could aot be argued on either side 
upon the judge’s notes. And, in such cases, Bigsby v. 
Dickinson (25 W. R. 89) shows that the costs of trans- 
cribing and printing the shorthand notes will be allowed. 
The effect of such observations as those recently 
uttered by the Court of Appeal is to greatly embarrass 
solicitors who in getting up cases for that court do not 
desire to saddle their clients unnecessarily with the heavy 
costs of transcribing and printing the shorthand notes, 
yet are bound to have the evidence presented to the 
Court of Appeal in such a form that the case can be prop- 
erly argued. We can hardly believe, at all events, that 
Lord Justice James can have intended to discourage the 
‘* taking’ of shorthand notes, for that, we believe, is a 
matter of only a guinea a day, and the advantage of 
having the materials from which a transcript can be 
made, if necessary, is too obvious to be neglected. 





Nor oNE oF THE spEAKERS either at the meeting 
at the Inns of Court Hotel on Monday, or in the 
discussion in the House of Commons on the second 
reading of Mr. Marten’s Bill, seems to have made 
out any case for extending the relief against forfei- 
ture to rack rent leases of houses and farms. But 
a very strong case was made out for some alteration 
in the law as regards provisoes for re-entry in other 
leases. Mr. Addison in his admirable speech exactly 
put his finger on the evil to be remedied when he 
said that the proviso for re-entry had been extended 
to transactions to which it was inapplicable—viz., 
to mining and building leases and other leases not at 
rack rent. That is unquestionable; but why should 
the remedy be of wider application than the mischief ? 
Probably most of those who voted for the resolution 
approving Mr. Marten’s Bill, did so on the ground 
that the power proposed to be given to the court to 
grant relief against forfeiture is discretionary oaly, 
and the court can be trusted to confine the exercise 
of it to cases where real hardship exists. But the 
Bill contains no intimation that the action of the court 
is to be confined to such cases. It provides that “in 
any action or proceeding in which the court is asked 
. . . to give effect to any proviso for re-entry . . the 
court may inquire into the case and refuse to give effect to 
such proviso . . . and such refusal . . . may be either 
absolute or upon terms ... according to what shall 
appear to the court to be just and reasonable under the 
circumstances of the case.” If this measure is passed 
into law there will be nothing to prevent any learned 
judge, before whom an action of ejectment for a forfei- 
ture is brought, from saying, “I hold that, under the 
circumstances of this case, it is not just and reasonable 
that the forfeiture should be enforced. The proviso for re- 





entry inthe leaseis upon breach of covenant generally, and 
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such a proviso is a most odious stipulation, offensive and 
oppressive beyond measure.” We shall be told that the 
judges may be relied on not to do this. Our answer is 
that the last; quoted description of the proviso for 
re-entry is taken from a well-known judgment of one 
of the most experienced and least crotchetty members 
of the bench. It is not stated in the Bill that if, after 
inquiry, the judge shall be satisfied that the case is one 
of hardship, he may relieve against the forfeiture ; the 
discretion of the judge is absolute. Would there be, 
practically speaking, any appeal from the exercise of 
this absolute discretion? The result of the enactment 
of clause 2 of Mr. Marten’s Bill would be to divide 
the judges of first instance into forfeiture relievers 
and anti-forfeiture relievers, and the fate of the land- 
lord’s action of ejectment would depend upon the views 
of the individual judge before whom it happened to 
come. We do not think that the matter should be left 
to the absolute discretion of the judge, and we are glad 
to observe that the Solicitor-General stated that the 
Lord Chancellor has a proposal to make on the sub- 
ject. 





WE RECENTLY POINTED out that there was no authority 
for the impression that the solicitor of the grantee 
of a bill of sale could not be the solicitor to ex- 
plain it to the grantor. Vice-Chancellor Malins, on 
Thursday week, furnished authority both for this im- 
pression and for some other exceedingly novel interpre - 
tations of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. As to the 
explaining solicitor, he said that “the intention of the 
Legislature was to throw a protection over borrowers, 
who were an unfortunate class of men, and who, it was 
notorious, were frequently misled by the persons from 
whom they were obliged to borrow money, and often 
signed documents put before them in their necessities 
which were of a most harsh and unjust character. It 
was impossible that a borrower could be fairly protected 
if the solicitor who explained the transaction to him was 
the solicitor for the lender.’ Therefore the proper in- 
terpretation of the Act was that the explaining solicitor 
must be either the borrower's solicitor or a solicitor 
called in specially for the protection of his interests. 
One premiss of this conclusion is, of course, that no 
lender’s solicitor can be trusted to state truthfully the 
effect of an instrument. But this was not the only 
ground on which the Vice-Chancellor relied. The gentle- 
man who attested the bill had been admitted a soli- 
citor ; he held a certificate as a solicitor, but then he 
was a solicitor and something more. He was a solicitor 
employed as 4 solicitor’s clerk; hence, according to the 
Vice-Chancellor, he “‘ was not a solicitor within the 
meaning of the Act of Parliament.” And, lastly, the 
Vice-Chancellor held that the explanation required by 
the Act must not be a general statement of the effect of 
the instrument. The explaining solicitor must be a 
man of imagination, of De Foelike accuracy of detail— 
able, in short, to clothe with flesh the dry bones of a 
bill of sale. The solicitor who attested the bill of sale 
in Hill v. Kirkwood, being summoned for cross-examina- 
tion on his affidavit of due execution of the bill of sale, 
was (according to the report in an evening paper) thus 
addressed by the Vice-Chancellor : — 

Did you explain that the plaintiffs could not take a 
sheep or lamb off the farm and sell it at Doncaster market 
in the ordinary course of farming business, and that the 
defendant could, at any moment, enter into possession and 
sell up the plaintiffs ¢ 

Witness said he explained the meaning of the deed in 
general terms, 

The Vice-Chancellor : Ther you did not do your duty. 

In the course of his judgment, the Vice-Chancellor 
furnished an idea of the kind of explanation which 
should have been given. ‘The plaintiffs, he said, ‘* could 
not even send their linen to be washed without th 
written consent of the defendant. If they did, the 
were liable to have everything taken possession of b 





the defendant. They could not sell a sheep or pig, or 
any produce from off the farm in the ordinary course 
of a farmer’s business, without committing a breach of 
the covenant contained in the deed.’’ It will be seen 
that if the Vice-Chancellor's view had prevailed, it would 
have been necessary for any solicitor who intended to 
explain bills of sale to obtain an extensive acquaint- 
ance with domestic details and agricultural affairs, 
His brief holidays would have to be spent in the 
laundry or the farm-yard trying to acquire the 
artof laying on explanatory local colour. 

Alas for the mutability of judicial interpretation 
The Court of Appeal next morning upset the Vice-Chan. 
cellor’s decision, and Lord Justice James, while guarding 
himself from deciding such points on a mere interlocutory 
application, said that ‘* he was not prepared to say that; 
the attesting solicitor must be a solicitor acting inde- 
pendently on behalf of the grantor, nor that, when the. 
attestation clause stated that the bill of sale had been 
explained by a solicitor, the court will inquire whether 
it has been so explained or what the extent of the 
explanation was. Nor was he prepared to say that the 
solicitor who attested the bill of sale was not a solicitor 
within the meaning of the Act because he was a clerk to 
a firm of solicitors who had on other occasions acted for 
the grantee. Lord Justice Cotton, as it seems to us, 
took the true ground when he said that ‘‘ the Act having 
provided that bills of sale should be attested by a solici- 
tor, there was no power in the court, and it was not 
their duty, to add to the words of the Act. If it had 
been intended that the attesting solicitor must be some 
independent solicitor, or a solicitor practising on his own 
account, the Act would have said so.” 

Still more important was the clear expression by both 
these learned judges of an opinion unfavourable to Davies 
v. Goodman (28 W.R. 159) to which case we have several. 
times directed the attention of our readers. 





Tue pocrors have been interviewing the Home Secre- 
tary as to the Coroners Bill, and have apparently got- 
him to say that he is “anxious to give effect to the 
wishes of the medical profession ”—those wishes being, 
that there should be either medical coroners, as at pre- 
sent, or medical assessors to coroners. Probably the 
latter proposal will be adopted as a compromise. 








In a case of Dillon Webb v. Norfolk, before the Probate 
Division on the 15th inst., it appeared that the testator, Mr. 
George Dillon Webb, who was a solicitor practising in 
London, by his will left the whole of his property to his 
wife forlife, with remainder to the Law Institution to found a 
scholarship, A contest arose as to a codici), and the court 
pronounced for the will sndcodicil, and allowed the costs to 
come out of the estate, 


On Wednesday, in the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor 
said that on Monday next he would bring in a Bill to enlarge 
the powers of owners of settled lands, the provisions of which 
measure he weuld explain to their Jordships when moving 
the first reading. On the same occasion he would bring in 4 
Bill on the subject of conveyancing, and another Bill having 
for its object to shorten the period of limitation on the devolu- 
tion of property in certain cases. 

The American Law Review says that Miss Clara Foltz, 4 
female attorney and counsellor-at-law in California, who re- 
cently succeeded in gaining admission to the bar of that. 
State, has had judgment rendered in her favour in an action 
to compel the directors of “ Hastings College of the Law in 
the University of the State of California” to admit her as 4 
student. ‘The court based their decision upon their construc~ 
tion of the Acts creating the university and the college, am 
say :—“ It is conceded that females are now, and for severa 
years last past have heen, admitted as students of the univer- 
sity, and the provision of section 17 of the Political Code 
that words used in the masculine gender comprebend #8 well 
the feminine gender, would seem to entitle females to enter 





the uuiversity as etudeuts at large” 
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THE AUTHORITY OF PREVIOUS DECISIONS, 


In the recent case of In re Hallett (ante p.288) the Master 
of the Rolls, sitting in the Court of Appeal, enunciated 
gome rather startling views with relation to the question 
of how far the courts are bound by previous decisions. The 
general principle upon which the courts have hitherto 
been supposed to act is that a court is bound by the 
decision of a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction, even when 
it does not agree with such decision. The principle 
upon which this depends is that, on the whole, the 
certainty and uniformity of decision thus produced 
make it more expedient to follow a wrong decision 
than to overrule it. The courts do, no doubt, 
evade the rule to some extent by frequently 
contriving to distinguish decisions which they do not 
agree with, when there are very strong grounds for doing 
so, but in the main the rule forms the governing principle 
of their action. It is obvious that great confusion would 
otherwise be produced. Each court would then be a law 
unto itself. The Master of the Rolls might refuse to 
to follow the decision of one of the Vice-Chancellors, 
one of the other Vice-Chancellurs might, on the other 
hand, agree with and follow it. So, again, the Court of 
Appeal, when constituted of certain judges, might 
decide one way, and when constituted otherwise, another. 
Under these circumstances existing decisions would form 
no safe guide for counsel when advising, and it would 
be almost impossible even to say how the law stood. If 
the binding authority of previous decisions could be thus 
abrogated, they would become mere responsa prudentium, 
valuable as showing what eminent lawyers have thought, 
but possessing no more specific authority than an opinion 
by an eminent Queen’s Counsel, 

In the case we are referring to, the Master of the 
Rolls seems to have admitted that the same facts arose 
in the case of Pennell v. Deffell (4 De G. M. & G. 372), 
and that the decision had been the other way from 
that in which he was deciding the case before him, 
and he also admitted that the case of Pennell v. Deffell 
had been followed on that very point in several cases, 
of which some were in the Court of Appeal. He said, 
however, that ‘‘ this was not one of the cases in which 
the courts had refused to disturb decisions which they 
thought erroneous, because they had laid down rules 
of conduct which had since been universally acted on. 
The decision in Pennell v. Deffell could not have 
established any such rule of conduct. No human being 
could ever have given credit to a man on the supposition 
that he would misappropriate trust money, and thus 
increase Lis assets, or that he would pay the trust 
moneys into his bankers, and then draw out a larger 
sum for his own use. The case could not have estab- 
lished any rule of conduct affecting the transactions of 
mankind, and it would be not deference for authority, 
but a misuse of authority, if the court were, because of 
Pennell v. Deffell, to refuse to act on its own view of 
what was right.” 

If this be the language actually used by the learned 
Master of the Rolls, it is obvious that the rule 
formerly supposed to obtain, is trenched upon to a 
very great and indefinite degree. In every case in 
order to estimate the authority of a previous decision, 
and the extent to which it is binding, it would 
be necessary to see how far it could be said to have 
established a rule of conduct affecting the transactions of 
mankind. This might be by no means easy to do in 
many cases, even assuming the learned judge's views 
With regard to Pennell v. Deffell were correct in this 
Tespect, The idea would seem to be that a previous 


decision is binding, not so much as a decision of the 
courts and therefore having become the law of the land, 
but rather as creating a sort of estoppel upon the courts, 
on the ground that it would be inequitable that, having 
misled persons into acting upon a supposed state of the 
law, they should then proceed to doclare that the law 
But it seems difficult to say that any 

















decision can be said not to have affected anybody’s con- 
duct. At least it may have induced one of the parties 
in the particular case to be decided to have engaged in 
the litigation. Then can the question be gone into to 
what extent the decision may have affected the trans- 
actions of mankind, or how many persons may have been 
induced to act upon it ? On such a view as this howis an 
inferior court to view the decisions of a superior court ? If 
the superior court can overrule its own previous decisions, 
how can the inferior court be bound to respect them? 
Would it have been open to the Master of the Rolls 
sitting in his own court to nave disregarded the decisions 
of the Court of Appeal that proceeded on the decision 
in Pennell v. Deffell? The Master of the Rolls is 
an exceptionally strong judge. If he thinks a decision 
wrong, there is good ground for thinking that it is so, 
but rules of the sort we are considering are established 
on general principles of expediency. Would it be 
desirable that every judge should have a general power 
of disregarding previous decisions if they seemed to 
him erroneous? Very able judges have particular 
crotchets or preconceptions. The tendency of a system 
in which previous decisions are binding, is to restrain 
the effects of such idiosyncracies. 








LORD JUSTICE BRAMWELL ON ACTIONS 
OF NEGLIGENCE. 
Tue recent case of Lax v. The Corporation of Darlington 
(28 W. R. 221, L. R. 5 Ex, D. 28) afforded an oppor- 
tunity to Lord Justice Bramwell for giving fresh expres- 
sion to his well-known views on the subject of actions 
for negligence. No one who has had much opportunity 
of hearing or reading what the learned Lord Justice has 
at various times said in relation to such actions can be 
ignorant of the turn of his thought on this subject. 
There is a now famous dilemma which he put in a case 
where a man injured himself by falling over something 
in an insufficiently lighted station. ‘If it was too dark 
for the man to see, he had no business to go there. 
If it was light enough for him to see, he had no business 
to tumble over the obstacle.”’ There is no kinder-hearted 
judge on the bench than the Lord Justice, but his sense 
of justice and reason has always revolted against allow- 
ing sentiment to affect the decision in actions of negli- 
gence when brought against public bodies or wealthy 
defendants. ‘The tendency of juries in the case of 
railway companies is to make them as nearly as possible 
insurers of the passenger, even against the effects of his 
own precipitation and carelessness. Things that no one 
would dream of treating as negligence in the case of 
ordinary individuals are treated as negligence in the case 
of companies. The truth is that juries will continually 
find against the evidence as to whether there has been 
negligence, and the power of the courts to set them right 
is necessarily limited. It is no use ordering new trials 
when the jury is sure to find the same way, and so the 
whole standard of what constitutes negligence gradually 
becomes warped. Take this example of facts that would 
infallibly result in a verdict of negligence against a 
railway company. A flurried old person at a bustling 
junction cannot find out hisorhertrain till the last moment, 
and wants to get in just as the train is being whistled 
out of the station. A porter runs up; he wishes to do 
the best he can for the passenger; there is no time for 
much deliberation, and so he bundles the old person into 
a carriage; the old person gets his or her thumb shut in 
the door, and hence arises the class of case known as & 
thumb case. Now we should be very much disposed to 
think that this ought to be regarded purely in the light 
of an unfortunate accident for which no one can be said 
to be to blame. Negligence ought to imply something, 
of whatever degree, in the nature of moral delinquency. 
The porter in the case we put is really doing the best he 
can do under the circumstances, He knows that the train, 
though not actually started, will start in a moment. If 
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it had actually started, his duty would be to prevent the 
“passenger from getting in, though, in such cases, 
. passengers are always assenting parties to being got in. 
’ He thinks there will be just time, with his assistance, 
for.the passenger to get in, and this the passenger is 
eager to do. It is a choice of evils, an emergency, and 
he does his best. We cannot see that the passenger has 
any real reason to impute negligence to the porter. This 
may be taken as a typical case. It would almost require 
a porter to attend to every passenger who comes into a 
station to satisfy the duties which, according to counsel 
for plaintiffs in such cases, are incumbent upon a railway 
company. 

But, notwithstanding these considerations, we think 
Lord Justice Bramwell, in his revolt against the injustice 
that is often done to companies in these actions, some- 
times tends too strongly in the opposite direction. The 
class of cases in which the learned Lord Justice has 
expressed the strongest views in favour of the defend- 
ants in actions of negligence are cases in which, 
though there is some amount of negligence or default 
on the part of the defendants, the plaintiff's voluntary 
act has also conduced to the mischief. For instance, 
in platform cases, if the plaintiff did not get out, the 
company’s negligence could not produce personal in- 
juries. The suggestion, therefore, was that the “per 
quod” failed to be proved. To meet that, the doctrine 
of “invitation to alight” was devised, and every reader 
of law reports knows into what subtleties that class of 
cases has carried the law of negligence. We should 
wish to regard this class of questions with some breadth 
of view. It seems to us that the real question is 


whether, if no mischief would have followed the defend- 
ants’ negligence without an intervening act on the part 
of the plaintiff, done by the plaintiff with full power of 
estimating the risk he was running, there can be liability 
on the part of the defendants. 


We strongly suspect 
that the learned Lord Justice would answer this pro- 
position in the negative, and we admit that at first sight 
there are strong grounds in reason and logic in his 
favour. He says, commenting upon the well-known case 
of Clayards v. Dethick (12 Q. B. 439), ‘*It was there 
asked, ‘Was the cabman bound to stay in all day?’ 
Bound to whom? A person being bound, supposes his 
being bound to somebody. It is an inaccurate expres- 
sion. One does not care about words except when they 
mislead. The expression ‘ bound’ was used there. Why, 
of course, he was not bound, because there was nobody 
to say to him ‘you shall.’ But if he chooses to go 
out with an obvious danger before him, he must take 
the consequences. Suppose a man is shut up in the top 
room of a house unlawfully, is he bound to stay there ? 
He is. not bound to do anything of the kind. He may 
jump out if he likes to run the risk of breaking his neck 
or his limbs; he may let himself down by a rope or 
ladder, but if he runs the risk of getting out and breaks 
his neck, the person who shuts him up is not guilty of 
manslaughter; and if he breaks his leg, he ought not to 
have any right of action against that person, although he 
‘was not bound to stay there.” Many other illustrations 
might be put giving rise to the same line of argument. 
Suppose a bale of goods is being hoisted by a crane over 
a public footpath. A passer by might, by going a little 
distance into the roadway, avoid all risk, but he goes 
along the footpath under the bale, and, through the 
default of the persons engaged in hoisting it up, the 
bale falls on and injures him. Has.the person injured 
a right of action against the persons hoisting the bale ? 
Questions of this sort, no doubt, give rise to many nice 
distinctions, and it is clear that there are many cases in 
which the risk is so obvious, and its, nature such that 
the injured person has no right, if he incurs the risk, to 


liable if he incurs it and is injured. Lord Justigg 
Bramwell strongly inveighs against the application of 
this test. He says, ‘‘Then, there was another expression 
used which I cannot help thinking was an unfortunate 
one. It was this: ‘What would a prudent man do?’ 
Just see the consequence of that sort of reasoning; g 
prudent cabman, with a good horse, having a shi 
fare offered to him, would have stopped at home; 
a prudent cabman with a bad horse and a pound 
fare offered to him would have chanced it. 
consequence would be that he could recover if 
he hurt a bad horse, but he could not recdver 
if he hurt a good one. The truth is, that to talk 
of what a prudent man would do is a misleading way 
of considering the matter. A prudent man would lead 
a forlorn hope under some circumstances, because the 
possible gain, in his estimation, would equal the risk, 
It is not, therefore, a question of prudence.” It seems 
to us, we must confess, that the reasoning of the learned 
Lord Justices avours somewhat of over subtlety and 
special pleading. We hardly think he gives a fair and 
reasonable construction to the word “bound” and the 
word “prudent” as used in the formula that he ig 
criticising, and we are not sure that they are not capable 
of a fair and reasonable meaning in relation to the 
matter in question, though perhaps not the most accurate 
expressions that might have been used. We take it that 
the idea involved in these expressions is that while there 
is a duty on the one side not to be guilty of negligence, 
there is a duty on the other side to take reasonable care 
for the purposes of self-preservation. The idea of the 
existence of a duty may not be logically accurate as 
applied to the person injured, but, on the other hand, 
it is doubtful whether, strictly speaking, the idea of a 
duty is altogether strictly accurate as applied to the 
conduct of the defendant. The idea of a duty, in strict 
legal terminology, would appear to be only applicable 
where, for the mere breach of duty, a legal remedy exists, 
Now, mere negligence gives no right of action unless 
followed by damage. The learned judge’s phraseology 
might beinverted and applied to the defendant. Canaman 
be said to be bound to use due care in the hoisting of a bale 
of goods over the footway? If so, towards whom? A 
man passing by whom the bale did not strike in 
falling would have no remedy for the mere risk to which 
he was exposed. We are not sure, if strictly analyzed, that 
the duty can be said to be anything but to pay damages 
to a person injured through the negligence, Yet everyone 
would say that there was a duty to use due care in 
hoisting the bale. In the same loose sense of the term 
there may perhaps be said to be a duty on the part of 
the person injured not to be guilty of contributory 
negligence towards the party originally guilty of 
negligence. We freely admit that this is not a strictly 
logical use of language, but it does not seem to us 80 
absurd as it did to the learned Lord Justice. We doubt 
whether this extreme logicality in the use of terms 
necessarily tends to a right conclusion. At any rate, 
when you have picked holes in your opponents’ termin- 
ology, youhavenot necessarily demonstrated the unsound- 
ness of his conclusion. To solve a question such as this 
we think it is necessary to have recourse to broad grounds 
of justice and expediency. It cannot be solved by the 
analysis of semi-metaphysical expressions. 

Again, we think the learned Lord Justice does not deal 
quite fairly with the formula “ What would a prudent man 
do?” It is clear that those who used that formula did 
not mean what would a prudent man do with regard to 
particular circumstances which might give rise to 4 
counterbalancing motive, inducing him to run the risk, 
but with regard to the chances of his escaping injury, 
quite apart from his motives for running the risk. If it 
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It has been said that if the risk is such that a prudent 
«moan might reasonably incur it rather than incur the 
‘- certain inconvenience to which he would otherwise be 

put by the defendant’s default, the defendant will be 


ought to have been obvious to the man that he ran an 
imminent risk, he is guilty of contributory negligence; 
but if the risk was one which he might fairly incur with 
reasonable prospect of escaping injury, the case is 
different. For instance, if a train be drawn up beyond 
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‘@platform so that there is an awkward descent, a man 


may fairly take the chance of trying to get down rather 
¢hen becarried on perhaps 100 miles further. But if the 
train drew tp on the edge of a precipice, and he chose 
¢o clamber down the precipice, he clearly could not re- 
cover. 

It seems to us that there is an element in the case 
which a lawgiver would have to consider in determin- 
ing @ priori what the law should be in such cases, that 
the learned Lord Justice rather overlooks—viz., the 
general expediency of the matter having regard to the 
relations between railway companies and such bodies 
ad the general public. If the plaintiff in such cases 
caimot recover in any case where he has voluntarily 
incurred risk, the general public would be without a 
stfficient practical remedy against. defendants for the 
inconvenience or restriction of lawful right which 
they might suffer through the defendants’ negligence or 
preach of duty. A man has a right to go on the foot- 
pith. If the only remedy for swinging bales in a 
negligent manner over it was an action for nuisance in 
sespect of the damage occasioned by having to go a little 
distance into a muddy roadway, the owners of adjoin- 
ing warehouses might, practically speaking, hoist bales 
over the footpaths in the most negligent manner with 
impunity, and the right of the public to use the foot- 
paths in safety would be practically a nonentity. So, if 
apassenger ina train pulled up beyond the platform 
must go on to the next station, and bring his action for 
damages for so being carried on, in a vast majority of 
instances his remedy would be not worth pursuing. We 
might multiply illustrations of this usque ad nauseam. 
We fully admit that juries are constantly going wrong 
in their findings both as to the existence of negligence 
and the non-existence of contributory negligence; but 
we are not convinced by the learned Lord Justice’s 
teasoning as to the unsoundness of the views which he 
combats. It seems to us to be generally expedient that 
aperson towards whom there has been a breach of con- 
tract or duty should be entitled to recover in respect of 
damages which it may be reasonably contemplated he 
would incur by reason of such breach of contract or duty, 
en when immediately caused by his own intervening 
ation; but it is quite right that his title to recover should 
te limited by the countervailing proposition that when 
the damages cannot reasonably be looked upon as 
the result of the breach of duty or contract, he should not 
tecover—as, for instance, when they are caused by an 
intervening act of his own of a reckless or unreasonable 
character. An act of negligence or breach of contract 
which, through the intervening action of the party 
injured, causes injury, ought to give a right of 
action where such intervening action is that which 
apradent and reasonable man would regard as a reason- 
ably safe course of action. In such case the damage 
may fairly be said to spring from the negligence or 
btach of contract. But when the negligence or breach 
of duty but for the unreasonable or negligent action 
af the party injured would not have occasioned the 
tury, there should be no right of action, as the 
damage cannot fairly be said to have arisen from the 
defendant’s act or default. This is, in truth, nothing 
more than the ordinary doctrine with regard to contribu- 
tory negligence. 

On consideration, we feel inclined (with due sub- 
mission) to defy the learned Lord Justice to escape from 
the “‘ prudent man” test that he so much objects to. It 
‘ters into almost every case, except where the injury is 
the direct result of the defendant’s act. In every case 
Were intervening action of the plaintiff is a necessary 
‘ondition of the damage resulting from the defendant's 
negligence, you must consider the character of the 

tiff's intervening action. To take a case at 

m. A surveyor of highways leaves a great heap 

ot stones in the middle of a road. A person driving 
gona dark night comes to grief in consequence. 

Reed not have driven along in the dark. You must 








consider whether the act of driving along in the dark 
was prudent, and whether the pace at which he drove 
was prudent under the circumstances, and so forth. 
Some may say the case is obvious, but this is a mere 
matter of degrée. If you must consider the prudence of 
the intervening action in one case, you must in all. It 
may be said that the public enjoyment of the right of 
transit on roads at night would be greatly interfered 
with by the negligence of road surveyors, if everybody 
driving at night was bound to take all risks. We say 
that precisely similar considerations, though perhaps in 
different degrees, apply to the cases of persons injured 
by platform accidents, or by bales falling on footpaths. 
The question whether a man is the author of his own 
wrong, or can be said to be damaged by the fault of 
another, must depend on the relation between the con- 
duct and actions of both parties, which may vary in 
each particular case, and we believe that it must 
generally be determined by considerations substantially 
the same as those so forcibly criticized by Lord Justice 
Bramwell, though they may be capable of more accurate 
modes of expression than those with which he finds 
fault. We see no medium between this conclusion and 
the conclusion that no person can ever recover in an 
action of negligence where his own intervening act in 
incurring risk has conduced to the injury. Such a pro- 
position seems to us to be contradicted by hundreds of 
decided cases, and to be contrary to the obvious principles 
of expediency. 





Cases of the deck. 


VENDOR AND PurcHASER—SToPPAGE IN Transttu— END 
oF Transit—SuB-saLe.—lIn a cae of Ex parte Davis, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 12th inst., a question arose with 
regard to a vendor's right of stoppage in transi¢u, and in the 
result the decision of the court amounted to an extension of 
the doctrine of such cases as Spalding v. Ruding (6 Beav. 
376). On the 15th of November, 1877, K., of London, 
entered into a contract with D., of Widues, for the purchase 
of 1,200 drums of caustic soda, which were to be delivered at 
the rate of 100 drums a month in each month of 1878. The 
shipment was to oe free on board at Liverpool, and the pay- 
ment was to be fourteen days after each delivery. On the 
same day K. entered into a precisely similar contract with T., 
of London, for the sale to him of 1,200 tons of caustic soda, 
to be delivered in the same way, the only difference being 
that the price to be paid by T. was somewhat bigher. At 
the beginning of November, 1878, K., in pursuance of 
instructions given to him by T., directed D. to ship the 
October delivery of 1C€0 tons at once, for New York, on 
board a general ship, called Z'he Larnaca, which was then 
loading in the Liverpool Docks for New York. The goods 
were accordingly shipped by D. on the 7th of November, and 
the bill of lading, which bad been sent by K. to D., was 
tendered by D. to the ship’s master for signavure, and was 
signed by him. The bill of lading stated that the goods were 
shipped by T., to be delivered at New York unto order or to 
assigns, he or they paying freight. The bill of lading was sent 
by post the same evening to K. in London. But on the 
morning of the 8th of November, D. heard that K. had 
suspended payment, and he at once telegraphed to K. not to 
part with the bill of lading. He also gave notice of stoppage 
in transitu to the master, the ship being still in dock. The 
price of the goods had not been paid either by K. to D., or 
by T. to K. K. soon afterwards filed a liquidation petition, 
and it was then arranged with the trustee that the contract 
with T. should be carried out, and that T.’s purchase-money 
should be:placed im medio until the rights of the parties had 
been determined by the court. This was dome, and Mr. 
Registrar Pepys decided tbat the notice to stop in transitu 
was given too late, on the ground that by the bill of lading 
the property in the goods had passed to T., and the ¢ransitus 
as between D. and K, wasatanend. This decision was re- 
versed by the Court of Appeal (James, Bacoabiay, and 
Corton, L.JJ.), who held that the transitus was not atan end, 
that the notice to stop was in time, and that D. was entitled 
to have the purchase-money, due to him under his contract 
with K., satisfied out of the fund ix medio, James, L.J., 
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said that the goods left D.’s warehouse for the purpose of 
being put on board a ship to be delivered at New York, and 
that transit had never been varied. It was a continuing 
transit to New York. There had been a complete transfer 
of the right of property and possession by K. to T., but no 
actual possession had been taken by T. The principle was 
accurately explained by Best, J., in Hawes v. Watson (2 B. 
& C. 546), thus— The vendee has the legal right to the 
goods the moment the contract is executed, but there still 
exists in the vendor an equitable right to stop them in 
transitu, which he may exercise at any time before the goods 
get actually into the possession of the vendee, provided the 
exercise of that right does not interfere with the rights of 
third persons.” In Spalding v. Ruding, and similar casea, 
it had been held that, though there had been a mortgage or 
pledge of the goods by the vendee, effect would be given to 
the vendor’s right of stoppage in transitu, so far as it could 
be done without affecting the equitable rights of the 
mortgagee, and it appeared impossible to distinguish the case 
of a purchaser from that of a mortgagee. The purchaser’s 
rights must be equally respected. In the present case effect 
would be given to the right of D. to stop in transitw without 
affecting any right of T., who had got the goods upon pay- 
ment of his purchase-money. The only question was 
whether the purchase-money, which he had paid, was 
to be subject to D.’s right of stoppage in transitu. 
His lordship could not distinguish the case from 
the class of cases, such as Spalding v. Ruding, in which it 
had been held that the vendor’s right to stop existed with 
respect to the surplus of the price of the goods after 
satisfying the claim of the*purchaser’s mortgagee. D.’s 
purchase-money must be paid out of the fund ix medio, and 
the surplus would go to K.’s trastee. Corron, L.J., said 
that the question was perhaps in some respects a novel one. 
The principle was that the right to stop in transitu existed 
so long as the goods were in the hands of a carrier for the 
purposes of the journey which had been indicated by the 
original contract. No doubt that right could be put an end 
to by an exercise of the purchaser’s right to obtain 
possession of the goods; but, in the present case, when the 
vendor gave his notice, the goods were still on board the 


ship for the purposes of the journey originally indicated. It 
had been argued that the goods were not in transit as 


between the vendor and the original purchaser. If that 
meant anything, it must mean that possession had been 
taken by the original purchaser, for, if it simply meant that, 
at the end of the voyage, the goods would go to a sub- 
purchaser, the original vendor’s right would be defeated by 
a transfer of the bill of lading, even if no value was given 
for it. That could never be. This was not the case of 
possession beirg taken by the original purchaser, and a new 
transit being indicated. No actual possession was taken of 
the goods, and nothing was done equivalent to a taking of 
actual possession. The original transit was still subsisting, 
and the principle was that the vendor could exercise his 
right to stop in ¢ransitu if his doing so would not inter- 
fere with the right of a third party acquired for value. 
This bad been so decided in the case of a pledge or-mort- 
gage by the purchaser. In the present case there had been 
4 sub-sale, but the sub-purchaser had not paid his money 
when the notice to stop was given. The vendor did not 
propose to defeat the rights of the sub-purchaser, but only 
claimed to intercept his purchase-money, and to retain 
ra of it the original purchase-money. This he was entitled 
to do. 


Bankruptcy —DeEravttEr on Stock ExcuaNcE — 
Ricuts of TrustrE—Prorerty oF Bankrupt—DIFFER- 
ENCES oN Stock Excuance Contracts—Rvuuies oF Stock 
Excuance—Mistake oF LAw—PayMENT To Wronoa 
Prrson—Ricuts or Rea Owner.—In a case of Ex parte 
Grant, before the Court of Appeal on the 12th inst., a 
question arose as to the right of the trustee in the liquidation 
of a member of the Stock Exchange, who had been declared 
a defaulter there, to recover certain differences on contracts 
for the purchase and sale of stocks and shares which the 
defaulter had entered into with members of the Stock Ex- 
change, and which differences had, in accordance with the 
roles of the Stock Exchange, been paid to a person, called 
the official assignee, appointed by that body. According to 
the rules of the Stock Exchange the contracts of a member 
who was declared a defaulter were closed by the official 
assignee at the prices of the various stocks and shares, the 





=== 
subject of the contract’s at the time of the declaration op 
default, and not, as would have been the case if the contragts, 
had been carried out as they would have been if the defaulter. 
had remained solvent, at the prices on the next settling op 
account day on the Stock Exchsnge. Those members 
whom, on the footing of this closing of the defaulter’s con. 
tracts with them, differences would become due, were, 
the rules of the Stock Exchange, bound to pay those differ. 
ences to the official assignee, and he was bound to distribute 
the amount thus received by him in payment rateably of! 
those members to whom, upon the closing of their contractg 
with the defaulter on the same footing, differences 
should be due. In Ex parte Grant the trustee in the ligui. 
‘dation of the defaulter claimed the sum which had been jp 
this way received by the official assignee for differences from 
members of the Stock Exchange, on the ground that it 
formed part of the debtor’s assets distributable among his 
creditors generally. Mr. Registrar Hazlitt decided in favour 
of the trustee’s claim, holding that the case was governed 
the decisions of the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords 
in Tomkins vy. Saffery (26 W. R. 62, L. R. 3 App. Cas, 218), 
The Court of Appeal (James, Baccatxay, and Corron,L.JJ)), 
reversed this decision, and held that the official assignee was. 
entitled to retain what he had collected. James, LJ, 
said that the official assignee claimed the fund hostilely to 
the trustee in the Jiquidation, and could not say that the 
assignee had received it to his use. Therefore, if the pay- 
ment had been wrongly made to the assignee, that fact 
could give the trustee no right to recover the money from. 
the assignee. If the persons who bad paid the money had 
paid it to the wrong man, the payment would not discharge. 
them. Bacay, L.J., said that the distinction between 
the present case and Tomkins v. Saffery was very marked, 
In that case a defaulter on the Stock Exchange had givens 
cheque for the balance at his bankers to the official. 
assignee for distribution among his Stock Exchange credi- 
tors exclusively, and it was held that that transaction was 
a fraud on the bankrupt law. In the present case there 
was no handing over of the defaulter’s private assets to the 
Stock Exchange assignee, but a fund was collected by 
virtue of the Stock Exchange Rules from members of that 
body to be applied in a particular way. That fund was no- 
more part of the defaulter’s assets than if it had arisen from 
a voluntary contribution by members of the Stock Ex 
change for the purpose of paying the defaulter’s Stock. 
Exchange creditors. No injury could be done to the 
defaulter’s outside creditors, for the trustee would have & 
right to disclaim all his contracts which would result in a 
loss, and he could not insist on the carrying out of those 
which would result in a profit, because the debtor bad,. 
before the time came for their fulfilment, declared himself 
not ready and willing to fulfil them. Corron, L.J., said 
the fund in question was an artificial fund created for par- 
ticular purposes, and, if the trustee had any right at all 
to it, it could only be after satisfying those purposes. 
Leave was given to appeal to the House of Lords, 


Practice — UNpERTAKING — INJuNCTION— PowER OF 
Court.—In a case of Smith v. Davy, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 18th inst., the appeal was brought by the 
defendant from an injunction granted by Hall, V.C., ons 
interlocutory application, restraining the defendant until 
judgment in the action from continuing to raise a wall which, 
it was alleged, would obstruct the plaintiff’s ancient lights. 
The defendant’s counsel in opening the appeal, stated that he 
had offered by his notice of appeal to give an undertaking 
to pull down any buildings which the court at the trial might 
be of opinion he ought to pulldown. Whereupon Corton, 
L.J., observed that without an undertaking anything done after 
the commercement of the action was under the control of the 
court, And Jessen, M.R., said that, in the absence of an 
undertaking, the court had jurisdiction at the trial to order 
the pulling down of any buildings erected after the com~ 
mencement of the action, or, indeed, after notice of the 
intention to issue the writ. James, L.J., agreed as to the 
jurisdiction, but said that he preferred the giving of a» 
undertaking, because the undertaking then remained 9% 
evidence of a contract made by the defendant with the 
court. In the result the court discharged the order for an injune~ 
tion, on the terms of the defendant giving the undertaking 
which he bad offered to give. 
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Bit or SALE—VALIDITY—ATTESTATION—EXPLANATION 
to GranToR—Sottcitor—Bitus or Save Act, 1878 (41 
& 42 Vicr. c. 31), ss. 8, 10, suB-sectI ON 1. — The 

uestion which has been so mnch discussed of late, whether 
a omission to comply with the requirements of section 10 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, renders the bill of sale void as 
between the grantor and grantee, came before the Court of 
Appeal on the 13th inst., in a case of Hill v. Kirkwood. 
The 1st sub-section of section 10 provides that ‘‘ the execu- 
tion of every bill of sale shall be attested by a solicitor of the 
Supreme Court, and the attestation shall state that, before 
the execution of the bill of sale, the effect thereof has been 
explained to the grantor by the attesting solicitor.” In the 
recent case of Davies v. Goodman (28 W. R. 159, L. R. 5 
&. P. D. 20, ante, p. 109), 9s our readers will remember, the 
Common Pleas Division held that, unless a bill of sale is ex. 
plained to the grantor by a solicitor, and attested by him, it 
is void even as between the grantor and grantee. An appeal 
from this decision has, we understand, been set down. In 
Hill v. Kirkwood the action was brought by the grantor 
against the grantee of a bill of sale, who had taken possession 
of the property, claiming an injunction to restrain the 
grantee from remaining in possession, and Malins, V.C., 
upon an interlocutory motion for an injunction, held that 
the bill of sale was void as between the parties to it, on the 
grounds—(1) that the solicitor who attested the execution of 
it was not a solicitor within the meaning of the Act, because, 
though he had been admitted as a solicitor, he was not in 
practice on his Own account, but was acting as a managing 
alerk to some other solicitors, and also because the solicitors 
for whom he acted were the solicitors of the grantee; (2) that 
the evidence showed that the effect of the deed had not been 
properly explained to the grantor; and his lordship granted 
the injunction asked for. The Court of Appeal (James, 


Bac@atiay, and Corton, L.JJ.) reversed this decision, on 
the ground that it was contrary to the practice of the court 
to deprive a mortgagee of his security on an interlocutory 
application, except on the terms of the whole amount claimed 
by bim as due upor his security being brought into court. 
dames, L.J., said that, considering that Davies v. Goodman 


was under appeal, he was far from satisfied that the Act was 
intended to apply as between grantor and grantee. Nor was 
he prepared to say that the solicitor who attested the execu- 
tion of the deed was not a solicitor within the meaning of the 
Act because he was the managing clerk of another firm of 
solicitors, and those solicitors had acted for the grantee. 
Nor was he satisfied that, when the attestation clause 
atated that the effect of the deed had been explained 
to the grantor by the attesting solicitor, the court was 
entitled to go into the question what amount of explanation 
there had been. None of these points were so clear as to 
justify the court in turning a mortgagee out of possession 
by an interlocutory injunction, and exposing him to the 
risk of losing his security altogether, Baccatnay, L.J., 
said that he desired not to express any opinion upon the 
decision in Davies v. Goodman, though he should wish to 
consider the question very fully before he concurred in 
that decision. Cotton, L.J., said that the Vice-Chancellor 
might, perhaps, have been right in considering himself 
bound by Davies v. Goodman, but the Court of Appeal 
Stood in a different position. Without hearing the point 
argued fully, his lordship was not disposed to treat that 
decision as a binding authority, though he would not say 
what he thought the result of the appeal would be. With 
megard to the attestation, he thought that the court had no 
power, and that it was not its duty, to add to the words of 
the Act. If the Act had meant that the attesting solicitor 
was only to be a solicitor practising oa his own account, 
oran independent solicitor, it would have said so. If, by 
virtue of the Act, a man was to be entirely deprived of 
his security, this could only be by virtue of clear words to 
that effect. 


Practice — FORECLOSURE ABSOLUTE — PowER OF Ar- 
‘TORNEY.—In a case of Hart v. Hawthorne, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 13th inst., a motion was made 
‘to make a judgment for foreclosure absolute, and it was 
‘stated that the solicitor’s clerk, on behalf of the mortgagee 
‘attended at the Rolls Chapel, the place appointed for pay- 
‘ment of the money, during the whole of the appointed 
‘time, but that he had not with him any power of attorney 
n the part of the mortgagee to receive the money. No 
‘Ove had appeared on behalf of the mortgagor, and the 





Master of the Rolls was now asked to make the foreclosure 
absolate on the authority of a case, before Malins, V.C., of 
Coz v. Watson (L. R. 7 Ch. D. 196), which case it was 
stated had been followed by Hall, V.C. Jessex, M.R., 
said he would make the order absolute on the production 
of an affidavit that there was a power of attorney by the 
mortgagee, although the clerk had not had it with him 
when he attended to receive payment of the money. 


CuarityY — ALTERATION Or ScHEME — APPOINTMENT OF 
New TrustEEs—Founper’s WisHes.—In a case of Attorney- 
General v. Weguelin, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
16th inst., a puint arose as to whether the court would alter 
a scheme settled in 1871 making provisions for the appoint- 
ment of new trustees of a charity. By the founder’s wi Il 
the trustees, on death, were to be chosen, failing certain 
other specified bodies, from the aldermen of the city of 
London. The scheme made provisions for appointments 
on death, resignation, or other vacancy, but did not require 
the trustees to be aldermen. Oa a vacancy by resignation 
@ trustee was appointed not an alderman, and this informa- 
tion was subsequently instituted to have the founder's 
will construed for the amendment of the scheme, and to 
displace the new trustee. JxEsseL, M.R., said that the 
founder’s will did not provide for a vacancy by resignation, 
as offices were then always held for life, and such a mode 
of retirement was not contemplated by him. It was clear, 
however, that he intended, failing certain other classes of 
persons, that the trustees should always be aldermen of 
the city of London. The Charity Commissioners had, in 
his opinion, disregarded the founder’s wishes as to the 
persons to be trustees, and, although the court would not 
lightly alter a scheme, still he thought this error an im- 
portant one and deserving of alteration. He therefore 
amended the scheme by providing, in effect, that the new 
trustees should always be aldermen of the city of London. 
He declined to interfere with the appointment already 
made, considering he had no jarisdiction to do so. 


PrAcTIcE — THIRD-PARTY Notice —Orp. 16, rn. 18— 
Motion oR SumMons.—In the case of Standish v. 
Taylor, before the Master of the Rolls on the 13th 
inst.. @ motion was made ex parte by a defendant for 
leave to serve a third-party notice, under ord. 16, r. 18, 
following form 1 in schedule B. to the Judicature Act, 
1875, as he claimed a right of indemnity from the person 
mentioned in the notice. JessEL, M.R., was of opinion 
that the notice was quite regular, but that the application, 
instead of being by notice, should have been by sumaions 
in chambers, which should be served on the plaintiff. 
He therefore directed the application to be made in that 
way. 


Practice—Service ovr or Jurispicrion—Cavuse oF 
Action—Priua Facts CasE—Costs.—In a case of Har- 
dingham v. Rowan, also before the Master of the Roils on 
the 13th inst., leave had been given to serve the writ out 
of the jurisdiction, and the defendant had entered a condi- 
tional appearance, and now moved to discharge the leave 
obtained by the plaintiff. Jesset, M.R., considered that 
the affidavit filed on behalf of the plaintiff was sufficient. 
All he had to see on a motion of this sort was whether the 
plaintiff made out a prima facie case of something to try— 
some case, in fact, on which a verdict might resuls for the 
plaintiff. There were difficulties, no doubt, in the way of 
the plaintiff’s case, but they might be got over at the trial 
and it was not for him to try the action now. He con~ 
sidered on the affidavits that this was a case which could 
be properly tried in this country, and therefore he 
must refuse the motion. The plaintiff had not been very 
candid in his affidavit, and therefore the costs would be 
costs in the action. 


Practice—Orp. 29, rr. 2, 4—Action on Repievin 
Bonp—Jupement by DerAutt—WuHere CuLarM Is FoR A 
Desr or LiquipateD DEMAND, THE JUDGMENT Is FINAL, 
WHERE FOR Damaaes, InteERLocuTORY.—In Dix v. Groom 
and another, application was made to a Divisional Court on 
the 18th inst. to set aside an order of Denman, J., under 
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the following circumstances:—The action was on a 
replevin bond, and the amount claimed was indorsed on 
the writ. The defendants did not appear to defend. The 
plaintiff thereupon entered an interlocutory jodgment, 
and a writ of inquiry was issued to the sheriff. The 
defendants, who were ready to pay the amount claimed on 
the writ, applied to the district registrar for a summons to 
strike out the interlocutory judgment and all subsequent 
proceedings, on the ground that, inasmuch as the amount 
claimed in the action was a liquidated sum, the plaintiff 
should have entered final judgment, and not have forced upon 
them the expense of the writ of inquiry. The registrar re- 
fused to grant the application, and on appeal to Denman, J., 
the jndge supported the decision of the registrar. The de- 
fendants appealed to the court, and contended that, neither 
according to the practice before the passing of the Judica- 
ture Acte, por by the procedure under those Acts, was the 
plaintiff justified in entering an interlocutory judgment. 
They relied upon Middleton v. Bryant (3 M. & S. 155), and 
on ord. 29, rr. 2, 4, of the Judicature Acts; and argued that 
even if the old practice with regard to replevin bonds was 
superseded, under the present procedure, where the claim in 
an action which went by default was for a debt or liquidated 
demand, the plaintiff should enter final judgment, and such 
was the case in the present action. The defendants con- 
tended that the amount claimed was unascertained, and, 
that, therefore, they were entitled to an interlocutory judg- 
ment. The court (Lusu, J., and Potxtock, B.) were of 
opinion that the interlocutory judgment and writ of inquiry 
had been unnecessary. The plaintiff's claim was for a 
liquidated amount, and the defendants having allowed the 
claim to go by default, the plaintiff was entitled to final 
judgment, under the provisions of ord. 29, r. 2, of the Judica- 
ture Acts. They ordered the interlocutory judgment to be 
set aside, and fina] judgment to be entered ; and granted the 
defendants the costs of all the applications to set aside the 
interlocutory judgment. 








THE PROVISO FOR RE-ENTRY. 


On Monday evening a meeting of solicitors, representatives 
of building societies, and others, was held at the Inns of 
Court Hote), Lincoln’s-inn-fields, to consider the Bill to 
amend the law relating to leases, introduced by Mr. Marten, 


Q.C. The chair was occupied by Mr. C. E. Lewis, M.P. 
The CuarrMan said that it would not be disputed that they 
had met, not only upon a very important, but a very practical 
matter. He knew sufficiently from experience that there 
had been many cases in which the law operated with great 
oppression and great injustice. That, however, was not 
sufficient as a bare proposition to justify alteration in the law, 
unless it were of an extreme character, and they must re- 
collect that in this law-abiding country they were not dis- 
posed to favour anything iike a ruthless attack on contracts 
on the one hand, whilst on the other hand they were accus- 
tomed to look at such matters in a common-sense light, and 
with a view to obtain justice between man and man, what- 
ever their legal relations, ‘The meeting had been called to 
consider and discuss whether the state of the law as between 
lessor and lessee which gave power to the lessor to invoke 
the authority of the law, and the jurisdiction of the courts 
for the purpose of obtaining the forfeiture of leases, was not 
only capable of being injuriously carried out, but, as a matter 
of experience, was frequently unjustly exercised. With 
regard to both these questions, those present who had had 
apy practical experience would be compelled to answer in 
the affirmative. Besides many letters he had received on 
the subject, his own experience was fruitful in evidence 
that some alteration—not violent, but prudent and moderate 
—might be of advantage to lessees, and not injurious to 
lessors. It would be well to consider, not any petty details 
or questions of alterations of proposed Bills in any minute 
form, but the general question. ‘They were met to decide 
whe her somealterationinthe Jaw was necessary, and whether 
in the main they were prepared to give their support to the 
Bill indorsed by Mr. Marten, himself, and others, which stood 
for second reading on Wednesday. They were called to- 
gether by the Building Society’s Protection Association, 
which represented a class of investments and people who felt 
very grievously the exercise of any arbitrary or unjust power 
of forfeiture on the part of lessors, but it was a question 





which affected all London, and, in fact, all England. W hep 
they reflected how this great city was built up, what a vag 
amount of property, which was held by all classes of societ 
in large as well as small amounts, was affected by the 

tion, they must be driven to the conclusion that it was one 
which deserved very serious attention even on the part of 
those who were not prepared to move a step in advance to. 
wards the action which the meeting wished to take. Under 
the auspices of the Protection Association, several efforts 
at legislation had»been made in that direction during the lag 
few years of the present Parliament, and one Bill having for 
its main object that which the meeting desired to accomplish 
had passed the House of Commons, but it was ultimatel 
strangled in the Upper House. It had been said that it was 
impossible to alter the law of contracts, and that a bargain 
once made should be a bargain for ever and a day. He 
would not support any proposition for a violation of the law 
of contracts or any revolutionary reform. It might in times 
gone by have been possible to take up such a ground, but it 
was utterly impossible now with their legislative experiencg 
and the statute-book before them. He would not be 
wrong in contending that the law of bankruptcy was a breach 
of the law of contracts, for that Jaw intervened so that 
A., who contracted to pay 20s., should not be bound to pay 
it, and gave him the mode of evading it. Parliament before 
now had sanctioned the alteration of the law of contract, and 
an Act for that purpose had been obtained by Lord §t 
Leonards. He (Mr. Lewis) thought that after those trans 
actions, and after they knew the great Act passed in 187) 
with reference to land in Ireland, it was hardly fair that, in 
respect of such a just and common-sense thing as that 
proposed by their Bill, they were to have the old bogey of 
the law of contract thrown up before them in their faces, 
and be told that that was a sufficient reason why they should 
not seek that,justice should be done. What they asked was 
that power should be given to the courts to prevent a breach 
of covenant. It was not an unjust interference with the law 
of property that they asked. ‘They were not going to give 
leave to every lessee to break covenants. What they 
desired to accomplish, with the assistance of the Legislature, 
was to prevent sacrifice of the entire property of an individual 
in @ particular lease by reason of a breach which could be 
compensated fairly by damages. If the Bill now before the 
House of Commons should ultimately reach the House of 
Lords, there was not the remotest prospect of its passing that 
House, except it was placed in such a shape as would 
be consistent, not only with the elements of natural justice, 
but with the requirements of their business life, and also in ac- 
cordance with the highest notions of law and equity, 
for there never was a time when in the House of Lords 
there was a larger number of law peers who were certain to give 
their attention to a Bill of that sort, and who would take care 
that they would not pass anything unjust or of a violent form. 
He would say a word with regard to the covenants of a very 
ugly character which they frequently saw in leases issuing: 
from long-established companies and charities, represented 
by the higher order of solicitors—viz., with reference to the 
sub-instruments and other matters being prepared by 
particular solicitors. There was the greatest possible evidence 
that all the parties concerned were ashamed of that. However 
much discussion there might have been about the main ques 
tion, there had not been a word said in favour of that most 
selfish—not to say iniquitous—covenant, It savoured of the 
most audacious monopoly in the world ; it savoured of that 
sort of grabbing system of other people’s property in 
business connections and profits which was not worthy of 
the smallest and the youngest member of any profession. 
He thought he might be permitted to say that if a certain 
institution, not far from that building, had done itself the 
credit which it might have done, that provision would long 
since have been eliminated from every new lease that 
was made. It was beyond all controversy that a doctor 
might just 2s well endeavour to fix a family with the per- 
petual obligation to call in his noodle of a son, provided he 
succeeded to his father’s business, as to suggest that they 
should be bound to give the appointment to some noodle of & 
fellow because he happened to be* the successor of his father 
in the solicitorsbip of somu well-known charity or company: 
When he was asked by Mr. Marten what the profession would 
think of the annihilation of that mdnopoly, he (Mr. Lewis) 
said that he knew what they would think of it asa body, 
and what those would think who put it into their leases— 
they would hide their diminished heads, and not propose 
again to insert it in their leases, and, the sooner they ass 
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that high-toned respectability and purity which ought to be 
the foundation of every sce fio pis. life, the better. 

Mr. Watters (Walters, Deverell, & Walters) 
moved the following resolution :—“ That it is desirable to 

ive power to the High Court of Justice to restrain the en- 
f ment of provisions of forfeiture and re-entry in leases 
or other instruments, in all cases in which such power can, 
in the opinion of the court, be exercised without injury to 
the lessor, and on such terms as regards damages or other- 
wise, as the court may think fit.’’ The resolution set forth 
the r and substance of clause 2 of the Bill proposed in 
the House of Commons. They were clearing up the law, 
and doing that which people had all alongintended. They 
were only asking for that which in substance had been 
granted by the court in other cases—for that which was real 
justice. 

Mr. Appison (Linklater & Co.), in seconding the 
resolution, stated that to support it, it was neces- 
sary to show—(1) that there was a mischief requiring 
to be remedied; (2) that legislation to effect such 
remedy was desirable; and (3) that the power of apply- 
ing the remedy should be vested in the courts of 
law. He pointed out that the condition of re-entry was 
probably originally framed at a time when leasehold 
interests were comparatively unimportant and little 
regarded by the law; and that, unfortunately, instead of 
modifying our documents to meet the vast changes which 
had taken place, both in regard to the nature and value of 
interests created under leases, we had imported the con- 
dition into transactions to which it was wholly inapplicable. 
It was impossible to suggest that with regard to 
mining leases, where hundreds of thousands of pounds might 
be laid out—building leases, where costly houses were 
erected on ground of little value—leases in consideration of 
premiums and many similar transactions, such a penalty 
should beapplied. In many cases it was improper and un- 
just, and in all it produced great and unnecessary inconve- 
nience. It was probably a correct statement that in the 
metropolis the leasehold interests in real property repre- 
sented half of the value, and the freehold interest the other 
half; and it was not too much to say that the leasehold 
interest was absolutely at the mercy of the owners of the 
freehold. The speaker gave several instances in which he 
had personally known gross injustice to be done by landlords 
under the powers of re-entry clauses. He also pointed 
out that, but for the introduction in all conditions of sale of 
aprovision that the last receipt for rent should be conclu- 
sive evidence of the performance of the covenants in a lease 
(which in truth it was not), it would practically be im- 
possible to force the sale of any lease upon a purchaser 
Moreover, purchasers under such conditions constantly 
bought leases, of which, if the landlords exercised their 
strict rights, they might be dispossessed the next day ; and 
the same or worse difficulties beset Jenders of money 
on mortgage. He would have been glad to think 
that the remedy could be applied by a change in the 
— of the profession, without recourse to legislation ; 

ut reflection had satisfied him that this could not be, The 
usage was too inveterate and wide spread to give place to 
mere argument or pressure, and, moreover, under various 
private and other Acts of Parliament, under wills, settle- 
ments, and other instruments, the condition was made 
necessary, The speaker mentioned several private Acts in 
which ke had met with the requirement, even to the granting 
of building leases. It was clear, therefore, that nothing 
short of the power of the Legislature could afford an effectual 
remedy. To the objection that such an enactment would 
Interfere with the contract between the lessor and lessee, his 
answer was that, on the contrary, it would give effect to the 
real intention of the parties ; that it was impossible, for 
instance, to suppose that the bargain between a person pay- 
ing & premium for a lease and bis landlord was, that for every 
action of a covenant, however trifling, the lessee should 
lose his lease. Neither landlord or tenant meant any such 
thing, The truth was, that were it not that the conduct of 
rs was more honest, and more in accordance with the 
teal intention of the parties, than the provisions of the docu- 
ments drawn up for them by their solicitors, the hardships 
produced by forfeiture clauses would long since have become 
Wholly intolerable. It being therefore clear that there was 
& mischief, and that a legislative remedy was necessary, he 
thought no better mode of applying the remedy could be 
*Uggested than through the medium of a court of law which 





could mould its orders so as to suit the justice of each. - 


case. The Bill would require to be very carefully drawn 
up, and the power to relieve must be invoked within a very 
limited period. 

The motion was discussed and supported by Messrs. 
Stephens, Peard, Coverd, Shaw, Selway, and others, and 
carried unanimously. 

Mr. N. Leanorp (Learvyd, Learoyd, & Peace) moved :— 
‘That this meeting approves the principle of Mr. Marten’s 
Leases Bill, now before Parliament, and recommends that all 
persons present should urge members of Parliament tosupport 
the same, and that petitions in favour thereof should be pre- 
sented forthwith.” If they would pass this Bill daring the 
present session they must be precise and definite in their 
effort. They had adopted in this Billa fair and equitable 
basis. They asked that the court might, in all cases of 
breach of covenant not going to the root of the covenant, 
give relief. The Bill ought to be passed in the present 
session; and if they used their influence it might be so 
passed. 

Mr. J. N. Mason seconded the resolution, which was 
supported by Mr. Saarn, and carried with two dissen- 
tients. 

After some further remarks, a vote of thanks was accorded 
to the chairman on the motion of Mr. HigHAm, who re- 
quested that the undermentioned petition should be signed 
as extensively as possible :— 

“To the hon. the Commons of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Ireland in Parliament assembled, 

“The humble petition, &o.’ sheweth :— 

‘¢ That a Bill has been introduced into your honour 
House to amend the law relating to leases. 

“That it has become a growing practice of lessors to 
insert numerous oppressive and objectionable covenants ip 
leases, whereby the liability to forfeiture is greatly in- 
creased, and many cases of hardship have arisen there- 
from. 

‘¢That your petitioners are aware that it is not usual 
for the owners of large estates to take advantage of 
breaches of covenant where no serious damage has 
occurred, but it has frequently happened that persons 
have become the owners of property, and have taken ad- 
vantage of the breach of covenant to claim the whole of 
the property when little or no damage has been sustained. 

‘¢ That several cases have been before the law courts, in 
which the judges have expressed great regret at their 
inability to grant relief. 

“* That the object sought to be attained by the Bill before 
your hon. House is not to interfere with contracts entered 
into between lessor and lessee, except to give the courts 
power to assess damages, instead of decreeing absolute 
forfeiture of property. 

“Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the said 
Bill may be passed into law.” 








Obituarp. 


MR. JOHN DRANSFIELD. 


Mr. John Dransfield, solicitor, died at his residence, 
Oxspring House, near Penistone, on the 4th inst. Mr. 
Dransfield was born in 1808, and was admitted a solicitor 
in 1830, and shortly afterwards commenced business at 
Penistone, where he continued in practice antil his retire- 
ment about two years ago. Daring the latter part of his 
professional career he was associated in partnership with 
his sons, Mr. John Ness Dransfield, who was admitted in 
1862, and Mr. William Dransfield, who was admitted in 
1870. He was a commissioner to administer oaths, and a 
perpetual commissioner fer the West Riding of Yorkshire ; 
and he had an extensive private practice. Mr. Dransfield 
had also held several important appointments, having been 
clerk to the Wortley and Penistone Boards of Guardians, 
Assessment Committees, and Rural Sanitary Authorities, 
superintendent registrar, clerk toe the Trustees of the 
Penistone Grammar School, and clerk to the Penistone 
Local Board and Burial Board, and to the Eocclestield 
and Bradfield District Highway Board. Several of 
these appointments are now held by Mr. John Nessa 
Dransfield. 
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MR. GEORGE BODEN, Q.¢. 


” Mr. George Boden, Q.C., recorder of the borough of 
Derby, died at his residence, 7, Queen’s-gardens, Hyde- 
park, on the 10th inst., in his sixty-fourth year. Mr. Boden 
was the youngest son of the late Mr. John Boden, of 
Edmaston Hall, Derbyshire, and he was born in 1816. He 
was educated at Rugby and at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Easter Term, 1841. He joined the Midland Circuit, and 
the Lincolnshire, Nottingnamsbire, Derbyshire, and Bir- 
mingham Sessions, and he obtained 8 considerable share 
of business at the sessions and assizes. He became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1862, but he had ceased to practice. 
Mr. Boden was recorder of Stamford from 1855 till 1859, 
when he was appointed recorder of Derby, and he held 
the latter office until his death. He was a bencher of the 
Inner Temple, having been treasurer of that society in 
1876. The deceased was twice married—namely, in 1845 
to the daughter of Mr, John Perfect, of Pontefract, and 
in 1863 to the daughter of the Rev. William Worsley, 
rector of Bratoft, Lincolnshire. 


MR. JAMES GIBSON, Q.C. 


Mr. James Gibson, Q.C., died at his residence, 35, 
Mountjoy-square, Dublin, on the 5th inst. Mr. J. Gibson 
was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where he grad- 
uated B.A. in 1826 and M.A. in 1832. He was cailed to 
the Irish bar in 1828, und practised for many years on 
the North-East Circuit. In 1869 he received a silk gown 
from Lord O’ Hagan, and he was for several years county 
court judge and chairman of sessions for the county of 
Donegal. In 1837 Mr. Gibson contested the borough of 
Belfast in the Liberal interest, and was returned at the 
head of the poll, but he was afterwards unseated on 
petition. He had been a commissioner of National Educa- 
tion in Ireland since 1848, and he was a member of the 
Senate of the Queen’s University. 








Societies. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery - 
lane, London, on Wednesday, Febuary 11, the following direc- 
tors being present (Mr. 8. Smith in the chair):—Messrs. 
Asker (Norwich), Brook, Hedger, Gregory, M.P., Kays, 
Keen, Paterson, Pennington, Rickman, Rose, Roscoe, Styan, 
Veley (Chelmsford), Williamson, and Woolbert (Mr. Eiffe, 
secretary). A sum of £185 was distributed in grants of 
assistance among eleven necessitous families of deceased 
solicitors, members and non-members; eight gentlemen were 
elected members of the association, and other general business 
transacted. 








Law Student's Sournal. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


A meeting of the above society was held on Tuesday 
evening last at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, Mr. 
A. M. Ellis, L.L.B., in the chair. The following question 
was discussed :—“‘ Bequest of a sum of money to trustees on 
trust to repair certain tombstones thereout, and to pay the 
surplusto A, ‘The first trast being void, is A, entitled to 
the whole fund?” The question was opened in the affirma- 
tive by Mr. J. W. Evans, B.Sc. Mr, Lloyd Jones supported 
the negative side of the question. Messrs. J. K. Wright, E. 
Williams, C. E. Barry, and E. G. Spiera then addressed the 
society on the subject, and Mr. Evans having replied, the 
qvestion was decided in the affirmative by a majority of ten. 
At the meeting of the society on Tuesday next the following 
question will te disenssed :—“ Is it desirable to increase the 
number of national holidays!” 





———_ 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The society met at Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand, on Wednes. 
day last, 18th inst., Mr. W. C. Owen in the chair, when Mr, 
A.H. Spokes moved ‘‘ That the centralizing tendencies of the 
present Government are opposed to the free spirit of English 
institutions.” Messrs. W. Shirley Shirley, W. Dowson, 
W. T. Synnott, and W. F. Hamilton supported ; Messrs. E, 
Rundle Levey, C. Kains-Jackson, and C. Parsons opposing, 
The motion was carried by a majority of three, 

On Wednesday next the society is to hold its six. 
teenth annual inaugural meeting at Clement’s - inn 
Hall, Strand, at 7.30. pm. Mr. Farrer Herschell, Q.C,, 
M.P. is to preside, and will be supported by Messrs. W, 
Digby Seymour, Q.C., A. S. Eddis, Q.C., J. Morgan Howard, 
Q.C., C. Locock Webb, Q.C., Montague H. Cookson, Q.C,, 
D.C.L., W. Willis, Q.C.,. T. W. Snagge, E. H. Busk, 
C. Ford, W. A. Hunter, and F. H. Janson. Members are 
specially invited to bring friends. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The first meeting of the spring session was held on 
Thursday evening, Fetruary 12, in the Law Library. Mr, 
G. J. Johnson presided. After the election of seven new 
members, the passing of votes of thanks to Messrs. C. J, 
Edwards and A. L. Crockford for their services as hon, 
librarian and hon, treasurer respectively, and the election 
of Messrs. A, G. Hooper and W. E. Taylor as auditors for 
the year, a debate took place upon the following moot 
point :—*‘ Can the law as to the contractual relations of 
husband and wife, as illustrated in the foltowing cases, be 
regarded as satisfactory ?’’—Agar-Ellis v. Lascelles, 27 W. 
R. 117; L. R. 10 Ch. D. 48; 48 L. J. Ch. 1; 39 L. T. 380, 
Article in Soricitors’ JouRNAL, Nov. 30, 1878; In re Besant, 
27 W. R. 741; L. R.11 Ch. D. 508; 48 L. J. Ch. 497; 40 
L. T. 469, The speakers on the affirmative were Messrs, 
Edwards, Crockford, Smith, Samuel, and Dennison, and o 
the negative Messrs, Barrows. Platnauer, Rogers, Steere 
and Barber. After a summing up by the chairman, the 
question was put and decided in the affirmative. A vote 
of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The members of this association held a dinner at the 
Adelphi Hotel on Thursday, February 12. Mr. Charles 
Russell, Q.C., presided, and there was a large attendance 
of members and invited guests, among them being Mr. 
Pope, Q.C., Mr. Hopwood, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Gully, Q.C, 
Mr. Stone (president of the Liverpool Law Society), Mr. 
Segar, Mr. Kennedy, Mr. Bremner, Mr. Collins, and many 
other members cf the legal profession, and students. Mr. 
Aspinall, Q.C., recorder of Liverpool, had promised to 
preside, but was prevented from doing so in consequence of 
of the death of a near relative. After dinner the CyarrMAN 
proposed the loyal toasts, which were received with great 
enthusiasm. Mr. Szcar proposed the toast of ‘* The Houses 
of Parliament,” and coupled with it the name of Mr. 
Hopwood, M.P. for Stockport. 

Mr. Hopwoop, M.P., in responding, remarked that the 
House of Lords was entitled to the foremost place in the 
estimation of lawyers, as fully one-third of its members 
were lawyers, or descendants of lawyers, who had been 
ennobled. With regard to the other House, so long as he 
remained in it he should feel proud of being there. A 
solemn duty was put before them in representing tlie 
enormous interests of the Empire, and any man, be he an 
Englishman, an Irishman, or a Scotchman, putting his 
foot into that House mast feel very much impressed with 
the necessity of maintaining the integrity of this vast 
Empire. Whatever might be at times the bickerings which 
took place there, yet, on the whole, the House of Commons 
stood out as the greatest assembly of the world; an 
assembly, too, that would last, because it was founded on 
the affections of the people, wh continually renewed and 
invigorated it by those whom they sent there to represent 


them. 

Mr. W. H. Conxins proposed ‘The Bench and the 
Bar,” associating with the toast the name of Mr. Pope, Q.C., 
recorder of Bolton. 

Mr. Pork said the bar regarded with a great deal of per 
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«gonal interest and very considerable hope the progress of the 
young men who were the members of that association. It 
"was of the greatest importance to the bar that in that 
-branch of the profession from which they derived their in- 
structions, there should be men of learning, character, and 
integrity, who could maintain the high standing which the 
profession had hitherto occupied. He was old-fashioned 
enough to believe that there was an advantage to the client 
in the separation of the two branches of the profession, and 
he thought it was of the greatest importance that between 
those two branches there should be tlie most complete confi- 
dence, the most complete friendship, and the most complete 
reliance that each would perform its duty honestly, faith- 
fully, and justly towards the other. 

The CoarrMAN, in giving the next toast, said: I now 
propose to you what is called the toast of the evening, and 
that is ‘‘The Liverpool Law Students’ Association.” I 
have to couple with it the name of your zealous and inde- 
fatigable secretary, Mr. F. J. Leslie, to whose exertions so 
much of the success of the society is attributable. This 
association, as you are aware, started in February, 1876. It 
-has not, therefore, had a very long life. It began in a very 
small way, and itis now, at the end of something less than 
four years from its origin, able to reckon 200 members, thus 
showing that it has successfully appealed for support to 
those for whose benefit it is chiefly intended, and also has the 
support of those who, not students, themselves recognize the 
important objects and duties it fulfils. It is not confined to 
articled clerks and bar students, but by the wise constitu- 
tion which governs it, it admits to membership barristers and 
solicitors. The objects of the society may be briefly 
stated. It is not a debating society only, but 
still it is a debating society. It is not for lec- 
tures only, and yet the members get the benefit of 
lectures. It is not for speech-making only, and yet the 
members have the opportunity of speaking. So that in 
these three things it supplies a kind of function which 
ought to be discharged by a law school for the education of 
youth. In one of his remarkable essays, Lord Bacon 
gays: —‘‘ Reading makes a full man, writing an exact man, 
and speaking a ready man,’ and you have in the case of 
this association, for those who have application and energy 
to avail themselves of its advantages, the opportunity of 
cultivating each of these three branches of knowledge. I 
should like particularly to say one or two words about that 
part of this institution which is undoubtedly one of its great 
attractions to the youthful student, and in my humble 
judgment one of its best attributes—namely, the debating 
part of the institution. First of all, men do not speak, and 
ought not to speak, without some preparation upon the 
subject, and therefore to debate means to read, with a view 
of preparing the subject. Another thing is, that reading, 
especially when you have to submit in form of speech the 
result of your studies, induces habits of reflection. And, 
lastly, the practice of debating enables a man to express 
the knowledge which he has, and the thoughts which are in 
his mind, clearly to the minds of others. The first thing 
which a man ought to do before attempting to speak is to 
satisfy himself that he has something to say ; that is one of 
the most important things for a young man to take par- 
ticularly to heart. Another point I might say a word 
ahout is as to whether you ought to commit to paper what 
you are going to say or speak extempore. Now, for my 
)part, I think there is a medium between the two, and that 
ig to sketch ont what you are going to say ; to arrange the 
method and order of proceeding, and afterwards to elabo- 
rate particular passages. This institution has had the 
advantage of lectures delivered by members of the bar, 
and I am happy to see by the reports that the attendance 
at these lectures has been very creditable; but there is 
one thing more creditable still, and that is that the mem- 
‘bers have, by their own exertions and by their own means, 
Organized and, out of their own subscriptions, paid for these 
lectures, In addition to this there is, in connection with 
the society, the preparation of essays. Thus you have 
an organization highly creditable to these young men, by 
Which they are, in point of fact, undergoing that best of 
all educations—namely, self-education. I venture to Say 
that those who exert themselves in this way for self- 
improvement will find their reward in occupying dis- 
tinguished places in the profession to which they seek to 
belong. I beg topropose the toast of ‘‘The Liverpool 
‘Law Studenta’ Association.” 





Mr. F. J. Leste, in responding, thanked Mr. Russell 
for the eloquent and complimentary terms in which he had 
wished the association success. They would,he thought, look 
back upon that day as a red-letter day, in fact they might 
Call the past week a red-letter week, as in it they had 
elected their 200th member, and had also been able to 
write after the name of one of their most respected 
members the magic letters, M.P. It was a source of regret: 
to Mr. Whitley that he could not be with them that 
evening. That was the first dinner they had held, but 
he hoped it would be by no means the last. All work 
and no play was just as bad for a corporate body as it 
was for the proverbial Jack, and he was quite sure all of 
them would feel the benefit of that social gathering. 

Mr. Gutty, Q.C., proposed the toast of ‘* The Liverpool 
Law Society.” There was no one he felt sure who reckoned 
more personal friends among the members of that society 
than he did. He considered a law institution a very valu- 
able onein any city. They were of the utmost value in keep- 
ing watch and guard over the profession, and all knew how 
admirably they performed their duties; law institutions 
were the modern representatives of the ancient guilds, which 
used to exist in every trade. The latter had become little 
better than eating institutions, while the former were in the 
vigour of their youth and would continue to increase in 
power. 

Mr. Stone, president of the society, responded. He 
alluded to the great assistance they always received from 
the members of the bar. In connection with the somewhat 
vexed question of assizes, he thought if they could have 
three assizes at equal intervals, they would be able to get 
through the business satisfactorily. He concluded by pro- 
posing “ The Health of the Chairman,” remarking that in 
all probability his “trief”’ life was nearly at an end, and 
when he went to the bench, he had no doubt he would 
perform his duties as well as he had done at the bar. The 
toast was drunk with musical honours. 

Mr. Russett in thanking them for the compliment they 
had paid him expressed his great gratification at being pre- 
sent. Liverpool had peculiar claims upon him, because in 
Liverpool he got his first brief, and whatever success he had 
been able to achieve in his profession, had been due iu the 
main to the support of his friends in Liverpool. 

The proceedings then terminated, having been marked by 
great enthusiasm throughout. Songs were sung during the 
evening by various members of the association. 








Appotuturents, Ete. 


Mr. Epwarp Crarke&, barrister, who has been elected 
M.P. for Southwark in the Conservative interest, was born 
in 1840. Heis an associate of King’s College, London, 
and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas 
Term, 1864, having previously been the holder of the 
Tancred Studentship. He practises on the South-Eastern 
Circuit and Surrey Sessions, and is the author of a treatise 
on “ The Law of Extradition.” Mr. Clarke recently declined 
the appointment of junior common law counsel to the 
Treasury. 

Mr. Joun Epwarp Fuctacar, solicitor, of Lewes, has 
been appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Eastern Division of 
the Connty of Sussex. Mr. Fullagar was admitted a solici- 
tor in 1879. 

Mr. Tuomas Garston Hypk, solicitor, of Worcester, has 
been elected President of the Worcester and Worcester- 
shire Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Hyde was admitted a solictor in 1859, and is clerk to the 
Commissioners of Taxes for the city of Worcester. 


Mr, Henry Jonss, solicitor, of Colchester, has been ap™ 
pointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Income, Property» 
Land, and Assessed Taxes for the Borough of Colchester, in 
succession to Mr. Robert Cecil Laing, resigned. Mr. Jones 
was admitted a solicitor in 1854, and is clerk to the County 
Magistrates and to the Lexden and Winstree Highway 
Board. He has recently resigned the office of town clerk 
of Colchester. 

Mr. Ricwarp Lock woop Mas pws t, solicitor, of Brigh:on, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Coart of Judicature, 
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Mr. Horace Wittam Macteop has been appointed a 
Puisne Judge in the Supreme Ooart of the Gold Coast 
Colony, in succession to Mr. Justice Marshall, who has 
been appointed Chief Justice of the colony. 


Mr. Frepericx BLrourieLp Parsrick, solicitor, of 18, 
Austin Friars and Colchester, has been elected Town 
Clerk of the Borongh of Colchester, in succession to Mr. 
Henry Jones, resigned. Mr. Philbrick was admitted a 
solicitor in 1831, and is deputy-coroner in Essex for the 
Dachy of Lancaster. His eldest son, Mr. Frederick Adol- 
phus Philbrick, Q.C., is recorder of the borough of Col- 
chester. 

Mr. Tuomas Simpson Porter, solicitor,.of Bedford, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Jadicature. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Wrt1am Henry Sreruens, Percy Ketuam LANGDALE, 
and Witt1am Ricaarp Eaton Turner, solicitors, 30, 
Bedford-row, London (so far as concerns the said William 
Henry Stephens). The business has since been and will 
henceforth be carried on by the said Percy Kelham Lang- 
dale and William Richard Eaton Turner. December 31. 
(Gazette, January 13.) 


Wittram Crook and Epwarp Smiru, solicitors, Ab- 
church-chambers, Abchurch-!ane, London (Crook & Smith). 
The said William Crook will carry on his busiress or pro- 
fession of a solicitor, at No. 173, Fenchurch-street, E.C. ; 
and the said Edward Smith will carry on his business cr 
profession of a solicitor, at Abchurchechambers aforesaid. 
February 14. (Gazette, February 17.) 


Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock ComPaNIEs, 
LimITED IN CHANCERY. 


Hamitton’s Wispsor Iron Works, Limirep.—Credi'ors and persons 
claiming to be incumprancers are required, on or before Mar 13, to 
send their names,addresses, &c., to Frederick Whinney, Uld Jewry. 
Wednesday, Mar 24 at 12, isappointed for hearing and adjudicating 
uvon the debts, claims, and incumbrances 

Miss Lina Cray’s Company or Lapy MInstrexs, Limttep.—Petition 
for winding up presented Jan 23, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Bacon, on Feb 21. Woodfin and Wray, Tower chambers, Moorgate, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

SitveRTOWN Lanp Company, Limitep,—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated Feb 6, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the above Company be continued.—Marsh, Fen ct, solicitor for the 
liquidators 

Soorm Kewstncton Co-orerative Stores, Limirep —Petition for 
winding up presented Feb 12, directed to be heard before the M.R., 
on Feb 21.—Greenfield aud Abbott, Queen Victoria st, solicitors fur 


the petitioners 
| Gazette, Feb 13.] 


CLITHEROE Lime Company. HorrocksrorD, Limitgep.—By an order 
made by V.C. Bacon, dated Fcb 7, it was ordered that the company 
be wound up.—shaw and Tremelien, Gray’s inn :q, solicitors for the 
petitioners 

EqQuiraBLe Marine InsuRaNceE Company, Limirep.—The M.R. has 
fixed Friday, Feb 27 at 1], as the time and place for the appointment 
of aa official liquidator 

Gisss anD Oanninc, Limitep.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated Feb 7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Owles, Chancery lane, solicitor for 
the petitioners 

LLANDRISDOD ESTATE AND BuiLpiInec Company, Liuitep.—Pe'ition 
for winding up, presented Feb 14, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Bacon, on Feb 28, Swann and Co, Chancery lane, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Loncton Hatt Hore, Company, Limitep.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated Feb 7, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
a Bellamy and Co, Bishopsgate st Within, solicitors for the pei- 
lulosers 

NationaL TeMpERANCS BEyeRaGe Company, Limitep.—V.C. Hall 
has, by an order dated Jan 28, appointed Arthur James Hill, 
Finsbury circus, to be official liquidator 

Raitway AND Pusptic Works Contracr Company, Limirep.— 
Creditors are required, on or before Mar 19, to send their names and 
addresses, aud the particulars of their debts and claims, to George 
Chandler, Coleman st. Apr 6 at 11 is appointed for hearing and 
a judiecating upon the debts and claims 

SusugBan Farm ano Dairy Paopuce Co-operative Suppty Asso- 
ciaTion, LimtrED.—V.O. Hall has fixed Feb 26 at 12, at 14, Chancery 
lane, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Transvaal GoLD Mininc Company, Limitep.—By an order made by 
the M-R., dated Feb 7, it was ordered that the »bove company ve 
woundup, Tilleard and Co, Old Jewry, svlicitors for the pet- 
itioners 





[ Gazette, Feb, 17.) 








we, 
County PAtatine oF LANCASTER. 

Hiiton Hovse anp Rep Moss Cottrery Company, Limrrep, ar 
order made by the V.C., dated Feb 9, it was ordered that the 
voluntary winding up of the above company be continued. Hough. 
ton and Myers, soliciters for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Feb 17.} 


Frienpiy Socrerres Dissonven. 
Lity or THE GapLy’s Socrery, Waynes Arms Inn, Gadly’s 9, 
Aberdare, Glamorgan, Feb 9 
(Gazette, Feb. 13,7 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


DIVISIONAL COURT. 
(Sittings in Banco before Ketty, C.B., and Lusn, J.) 
Feb, 12.—Jn the Matter of Charles Blake, a Solicitor. 


Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law_ Society, 
moved to make absolute a rule to strike Mr. Charles Blake 
off the rolls of the court. I[t appeared from the statement 
of counsel that the defendant was convicted on December 8, 
1879, of obtaining £100 from Mr. Eugene Wason by false 
pretences, and was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment, 
with hard labour. This rule was granted on January 21 
last, and a copy was served personally on the defendant it 
Coldbath-fields Prison on January 26. Permission was 
granted to the defendant by the Secretary of State to see his 
legal adviser that he might have an opportunity of answer- 
ing the rule, but no cause was shown. 

The Court made the rule absolute to strike the defendant 
off the rells. 








Leqislattaon of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
FEB. 12.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Emptoyers’ Lranttity (referred to Select Committee). 
FEB. 16.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Birts.—Aberdare Markets and Town-hall, Aston 
(Liverpool-street) Burial-ground, Clacton-on-Sea Special 
Drainage District, Dearne Valley Water, Doncaster Corpora- 
tion Water, Freshwater, Yarmouth, and Newport Railway, 
Kensington Improvements, Lancashire County Justices, 
Liverpool and Birkenhead Subway, Mersey Docks and 
Harbour Board, Rother Levels (Improvement of Drainage, 
Rye Harbour), Sea Water Supply to London, Vestry of St. 
Luke, Middlesex, Wakefield Corporation Water, West 
Wickham and Hayes Railway, Witham River Outfall Im- 
provement, Woodside and South Croydon Railway. 
FEB. 17.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private BILLs.—Accountants’ Institute, Hendon Local 
Board, Trinity Hospital, Greenwich, Freshwater, Yarmouth,. 
and Newport Railway. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
FEB. 12.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Bankruptcy Law AMENDMENT (referred to Select Com- 
mittee). Meprcan Acr (1858) Amenpmenr (No. 3)- 
Meprcat Act (1858) AmenpMent (No. 2). 

BILLS READ A FIRST TIME, 

Birt to Amenp THE LAW RELATING TO THE QUALIFICA- 
tions RequrreD FoR Honpinc Crrrain Mepicat Ap- 
porntMENts (Mr. Errington). 

Britt To ConTINvE ror A Limirep Periop THE Powers oP 
THE ARBITRATOR UNDER THE Eppina Forest Act, 1878 
(Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson). 

Brit to AMenpD THE LAw RELATING TO THE SALARIES AND 
ALLOWANCES oF CrrTAIN OrricERS IN InpIA, AND FOR 
Oruer Purroszs (Mr. E. Stanhope). 

FEB. 13.—BILL IN*°COMMITTEE. 
Comrantgs Acts AMENDMENT (passed through Committee). 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Brut to AMEND THE ALKALI Acts, 1863 anp 1874, AND 10 
Provive ror THE More ErrectvaL ConpDENSATION OF 
Noxious anp Orrenstve Gases IN ALKALI AND OTHE 
Works (Mr. Sclater-Booth). 
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FEB. 16.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 


Private Birts.—Burton-upon-Trent 


Corporation, 


Pilotage Board, Cathcart District Railway, Chipping 
Wycombe Borough Extension, Denton and Haughton Gas, 
Gravesend, Northfleet, and London, Chatham, and Dover 
Railway, Helston Railway, Huddersfield South and East 
Junction Railway, Huddersfield Tramways and Improve- 
ment, Hull, Barnsley, and West Riding Junction Railway 


and Dock, Hall Lighting, 


King’s Lynn Corporation, 


Lancaster Corporation, Maidstone and Ashford Railway, 
Medway Conservancy, Northampton Tramways, Nottiog- 
ham Corporation, Oldham Improvement, Preston Improve- 
ment, Rochester Corporation, Stapenhill Bridge, Swansea 
Harbour, Yarmouth Union Railway. 

Beek Deaters’ Reta Licences. 


BILL READ A 


THIRD TIME. 


Companies Acts AMENDMENT. 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Ancient Monuments (clause 2). 


FEB. 17.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Britts. — Dagenham and District Farmers’ 


(Optional) Sewage Utilization, 


Elham Valley Light Railway, 


Plymouth, Totnes, Paignton, and Torquay Direct Railway, 


Wigan Improvement. 


MepicaL APPOINTMENTS QUALIFICATION. 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bit ror THE CLosinc or Pusiic-Houses IN ENGLAND AND 
Wates on SuNDAY, MAKING Provision ror THE SALE OF 
Liquors purING Certain Hours ror CoNsuMPTION OFF 


THE Premiszs (Mr. Pease). 


FEB. 18.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Leaszs (referred to Select Committee). 


MunicipaL CoRPoRATIONS 


(Property QUALIFICATION 


ABOLITION), Commons Act (1876) AmenpMEN?. 








Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT 


OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 
APPEAL. 


Monday .. Feb. 23Mr. Farrer 


Date. 


Tuesday ...... 24 Teesdale 
Wednesday.... 25 Farrer 
Thursday .... 26 Teesdale 
Friday........ 27. Farrer 
Saturday...... 28 Teesdale 


Vy. C. Bacon. 
Monday ..Feb. 23Mr. Koe 


Tuesday ...... 24 Clowes 
Wednesday.... 25  Koe 
Thursday .... 26 Clowes 


Friday... secc.- 27 Koe 
Saturday...... 28 Clowes 


anenwen V.C. Maurws. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Latham 
Pemberton Leach 
Ward Latham 
Pemberton Leach 
Ward Latham 
Pemberton Leach 
Mr. Justice 
V. C. Haut. er 


Mr, aint Mr. Cobby 


ing Jackson 
Merivale Cobby 
King Jackson 
Merivale Cobby 
King Jackson 


Hitary Sittrves, 


From February 23 to March 24, 


1880. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


- Lincoln’s-inn and Westminster 
ondy.,Feb 23 | Appeals. 


Tuesday....24 
App. mots, ex pte 
apps. from orders 
Wednesday..25¢ mada on inter- 
locutory mots., & 
other apps. 
Thuraday ..26 —— apps and or 
Friday, ....27 


Saturday ... 
Monday Maz 1 Appeals. 
Tuesday.... 2 
App. mots. expte, 
apps. from orders 
Wednesday 3 / made on interloc- 
utory motns, & 
other apps. 





Thursday i pong apps. & or 


ae coon S 
aturday .. 6 
Monday .... 8 Appeals, 
Tuesday.... 9 
App. mots. ex pte, 
apps. from orders 
Wednesday. 10 ¢ made on interlo- 
cutory moins., & 
other apps, 
Thars, .... 11 poo apps. & or 
Friday ....12 
Saturday “13 
Monday .....15 j 
Tuesday ....16 


Appeals, 


App. motns.ex pte 
apps. from orders 
made on interloc- 
utory motions & 
other apps. 


Wednesday..17 


Cardiff 


Thursday ..18 Some - apps. &othr 
Friday ....19 


Saturday ..20 
Monday ... a Appeals. 


Iuesday....23 


App.motns.ex pte,. 
orders. 


{ sps. tom 
Wednesday 24< made on interlo- 
cutory motus, &- 





Lunacy petitions will be taken every Saturday duriag the sittings. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


CHANCERY 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
At the Rolls House. 
Bon, feb. Zz 
uesday....24 
Wedsdy....+25 General paper. 
Thursday ..25 
Motns.,adj. sums. 
Friday .... 27 | & gen. pa. 
Pets.,sht. causes, 
Saturday ..28{adj. sums., and 


gen. pa. 
Monday. Mar 1 
Tuesday.... 2 
Wednesy.--. 3 General paper. 
Thursday .. 4 , 
Friday .... 5 { _ > ali 
Pets, sht causes, 
Saturday .. 6{adj. sumns, and 
gen. pa. 
Monday .... 8 
Tuesday...» 9 
Wednesday..10 General paper. 
Thursday ..11 . 
Friday......12 feos = sums., 
Petns, sht causes, 
Saturday .. 13 jes sumos., and 


gen. pa. 
Monday ....15 

Tuesday, ...16 

Wedsdy.....17 General paper. 
Thrsdy ....18 : 
Friday .... 19 Feat — 
Pets., sht. caus. 


Sat. .... .. 20 2 adj. sums. & gen. 


pa. 

Monday ....22 

ae gag General paper. 
Mtns., adj. sums. 


DIVISION. 
netiiess ceil { a. comm pets.. 


Saturday .. 6 tag sums. & gen. 


Monday .... 8 

Tuesday.... 9 > General paper. 
Wednesday. 10 

Thursday ...11..Motns & gen. pa, 
ou Short causes, pets. 
Friday 12.012 & gen. pa. ” 
Saturday ..13 { 9 sume & gen. 


Monday....15 
Tuesday....16 > General paper. 
Wednesday..17 

Tharsd ....18,,.Motns. & gen. pa. 
oe Sht. causes, petus. 
Friday ....19 } & gen. pa. 


Saturday ..20 i sums & gen. 
pa. 


Monday....22 ) 

Tussday....23 > General paper. 

Wednesday..24 

Any cause intended to be 
heard as a short cause must be so 
marked in the cause book at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper 
to be so heard, and the neces— 
sary papers must be left in 
gourt with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to 
be put into the paper. 


VC. Sir JAMES BACON, 
At Lincoln’s-inn. 
Monday,Feb.23 In Bankruptcy. 
‘Tuesday... -24 


Wednesday..25 > General paper. 





Wednesday. 24 \& gen.pa. 


N.B.—The days, if any, on which 
the Master of the Roils shali be 
engaged inthe Court of Appeal 
are excepted. 

Causes and actions in which wit- 
nesses are to be examined be- 
fore the court will be taken on 
Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and 
Thursdays, and causes and ac- 
tions without witnesses will be 
taken on Mondays; but when 
the list of causes and actions 
without witnesses is exhausted, 
causes and actions with wit- 
nesses will be taken 9n Mondays 
also. 

Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 
appeared in the paper. 

Unopposed petitions must be 
presented, and copies left with the 
secretary, on or before the 
Thursday preceding the Saturday 
on which it is intended they 
should be heard; and any cause 
intended tobe heard asa short; 
cause must be so marked in 
the cause-book at least one clear 
day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard, 
and the necessary papers must 
be left in court with the 
judge’s officer the day before 
the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 





V.C, 3in RICHARD MALINS. 
At Lincoln’s-inn, 

Monday Feb 23 " 
Tuesday....24$ General paper. 
Wednesday..25 § 
Thursday ..26..Mots. & gen. pa. 

P », (Sht. caus., pets. 
Friday .... 27 U& gen. pa. ’ 
Saturday ..23 { AdJ-sums. & gon. 
en ag 1 

uesday ....2 ? General paper. 
Wednesday 3 








Thursd.... 4..Mots. & gen. pa. 


Thurs., ....26 

Friday ....27 { Motos, adj. sums. 
& gen. pa. 

Saturday ...28 f Petus., sht. caus. 


& gen pa. 
Monday, Mar.1, In Bankruptcy. 
Tuesday ...-2 
Wednesday ..3 Genera! paper. 
Thursday ..4 
_ 5 {motns. aij. sume. 
Friday .... o{e gen pa. 
Saturday .. 6 Pewns.,sht. cans.& 
gen. pa. 
Monday ....8..1o Baokruptey. 
Tuesday ....9 
Wednesday 10 } General paper. 


Thurs......11 
‘ 9 § Motns, adj. sums... 
Friday ....12 & gen. pa. 
9 § Pets. sht. causes, 
Sat. seeeeel3 | g pen, ae. 
Monday..,..15..in Bankruptey. 
Tuesday ..16 
Wedsdy ..,17 General paper. 
Thursday... 18 
“ Motns, adj. sums 
Friday ps = 
‘ Pets., sunt. caus, 
Saturday ..20 } entewd 
Monday....22..In Bankuptey. 
‘Tuesday....23..General paper. 
og § Motns. adj. sams 
Wednesday.24 ) » General pacer. 
Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the Genera: 
Paper in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 
appeared in the Papers 
Any cause intended to be 
heard as a short cause must be 
so marked in the cause book at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be putinthe paper to 
be so heard, and the neces- 
sary papers must be left ia 
court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to 
be put into the paper. 


V.C. Sir CHARLES HALL. 
At Lincoln’s-inn. 
Mon., Feb, 23 
Tuesday... at General paper. 
Wednesday. 25 
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“Whors, ...- 26..Mots. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....27..Petns. & gen, pa. 


Saturday »-28 Sit. caus., adj. 


sums., & gen. pa. 

“MondayMar | 

Tuesday....2 > General paper. 
Wednes,....3 

“Whursday ..4..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
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‘Wednesday..24..Mots. & gen. pa. 

-Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 
appeared in the Paper. 

.Any cause intended to be heard as| Saturday ..20 
a Short Cause must be so/ Monday ....22 
marked in the Cause Book at | Tuesday....23 
least one clear day before the | Wednesday .24 
same can be put in the paper to 


be so heard, and the necessary 
papers must be left in court with 
the judge’s officer the day before 
the cause is to ba put into the 
paper. 


Mar. Justice FRY, 
At Lincoln’s-inn. 
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Friday ....19 
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weqal News. 


Mr. Baron Huddleston is stated to be making favourable 
‘progress towards recovery. 


On Friday afternoon a deputation waited upon the Home 
‘Secretary respecting the Coroners Bill of the Government. 
Dr. Cameron, M.P., introduced the deputation, formed of 
the Parliamentary Bills Committee of the British Medical 
Association, and represented by Mr. Ernest Hart, Professor 
Swain Taylor (the author of a work on Medical Jurispru- 
dence), Dr. Sibly, and Mr. Francis Fowkes. The points 
particularly discussed related to the clauses bearing on the 
qualifications of coroners, and Professor Taylor gave numerous 
instances in detail from his experience of more than forty years 
in matters of medical jurisprudence of failures of justice in 
poisoning cases owing to the want of preliminary scientific 
and medical knowledge on the part of the coroner. In very 
many of the instances which Professor Taylor gave this want 
of knowledge led to verdicts of “‘ Accidental death ;” but re- 
views of such verdicts had been followed by exhumation of 
bodies and proofs of criminal poisoning. It was urged that 
the law should allow of there being, as at present, medical 
coroners, or that the measure should provide the coroner 
with a medical assessor in such cases. Then, too, the deputa- 
tion urged that it was unfair and unjust that the medical wit- 
nesses in certain cases should be required to give their services 
gratuitously, as in the case of inquests on persons dying in 
public institutions. The process known as ‘‘ viewing the 
body” by the jury was described as “ repulsive and bar- 
barous,’’ and ought to be abolished. Mr. Cross expressed 
himself as inclined to adopt the view that some medical know- 
ledge was necessary for the guidance of the coroner, but he 
‘should have to inquire, before he decided the matter, the 
grounds upon which the Select Committee had made amend- 
ments in the Bill as first prepared, and he was anxious himself 
‘to give effect to the wishes of the medical profession in this 
respect, considering that it would be advantageous generally 
to the administration of the law in the country. He wasglad 
4o hear that the medical profession, as represented by the 
committee of this large and influential association, approved 
he outlines of the Bill in so far as it proposed an improvement 
apon the administration of coroners’ courts. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Webruary 23.—Messrs. Furrer, Price, & Furser, at the 
Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., Reversion (see advertisement, Feb- 
ruary 14, page 4). 

Hebruary 25.—Messrs. Baxter, FAyne, & Lepper, at the 
Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see advertisement, this 
week, page 6). ; 








February 25.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIs, CLARK, & C, 
at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehcld Properties 
(see advertisement, this week, page 6). 

February 25.—Messrs. Harvey & Davips, at the Mart, at 9 


p-m., Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this week, 


page 6.) 

February 26.—Mr. A. MusketT Yerrs, at the Mart, at 12 for 
1 p.m., Reversions and Freehold Estates (see advertisament, 
this week, page 6). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS, 

ALLEN.—Feb. 14, at Atherton House, Victoria-park, Man. 
chester, the wife of Charles Royle Allen, solicitor, of a son. 
Epwarps.—Feb. 15, at 22, Oakley-square, N.W., the wife of 

Thomas John Edwards, of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 

FRANKLIN.—Feb. 10, at 7, Trinity-place, Halifax, the wife of 
Harry James Franklin, solicitor, of a son. 

Harsen.—Feb, 15, at Trenton Villa, Primrose-hill-road, 
N.W., the wife of Henry A. Harben, barrister-at-law, of g 
daughter. 

MONTGOMERIE.—Feb. 15, at 1, Cromwell-place, S.W., the 
wife of F’. Montgomerie, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

DEATH. 

BopENn.—Feb. 16, at 7, Queen’s-gardens, Hyde-park, George 

Boden, Q.C., Recorder of Derby, aged 64. 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
Feb. 19, 1880. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent, Consols, 98§ Annuitias, April, °85, 9} 
Ditto for Acccunt, 984 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1408 
Do. 3 per Cent, Reduced, 98} Ex Bills, #1000, 24 per Ct.7 pm, 
New 3 per Cont., 984 Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 94 Ditto, £2100 & £26c, 7 pm. 
Do. 24 perCant.,Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock , 277 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 Ditto for Account. 


ee 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid. Closing Price 





Stock |Bristol and Exeter ......cccccscsessessercosserecceeres 
Stock |Caledonian ... 
Stock |Glasgow and South-Western .....0.s.c00 seveee 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock , 

Stock |Great Northern .eesssrsccecseccecse.cos 

ROG | Being He POO ccncncccescscssestscsensssapavavestenss 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland ,..... 
Stock Great Western—Orieinal 
Stock |Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Coas 

Stock |London, Chatham, and Dover ..., 

Stock [London and North-Western , 

Stock [London and Scuth Western .. 

Stock |Manchester, Sheffield, and Lin 

Stock Metropolitan 4... 

Stock| Do., District 

BEDOK TIEN, 5 cuca scivase ctvecasesaisotendetanecasebessssatis 
Stock |North British 


Stock |North Eastert,cc-ccscccsssoecscssssscscrccseccequscaves 
Stock F 


Stock 
Stock |South Devon ssssersess sees 
Stock [South-Eastern ayaudh vsscduszobeansevtuesenesienssioesi a 








See ener ee eneeeeesenenens 














*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


The prospectus of the Legal, Medical, and Ctereral 
Stores, Limited, has been issued, capital £100,000, in shares 
of £2 each. The directors state that the stores will be 
managed on business principles, and that the strictest 
conomy consistent with efficient services will be enforced. 


———_—_____—sa, 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrapts. 
Fripay, Feb, 13, 1880, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Beach, Thomas Napier, Bermondsey sq, Victualler. Pet Feb 10. 
Murray. Feb 27 at 11.30 
Clark, Charles, Walmer rd, Notting hill, Bedstead Manufacturer. Mot 
Feb10, Murray. Feb 27 at 12,30 








ar. 
Feb 10. 
Mot 
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Qvintena, Manuel de la, Gower st, Bedford sq, Merchant. Pet Feb 10. 
Murray. Feb 27 at 12 

Slater, Robert, and Robert Slater, jun, Sussex pl, South Kensington, 
Butchers, Pet Feb9. Pepys. Feb 25 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Akeroyd, John William, Batley, York, out of business. Pet Feb 10. 
Nelson. Dewsbury, Feb 26 at 12 
Baldwin, John, Hunton, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 9. 
Scudamore. Maidstone, Feb 26 at 2 
Bassett, William, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Builder. Pet Feb 10. 
Parry. Birmingham, Feb 24 at 2 
Bishop, Alfred, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Pet Feb9. Cole. Birm- 
ingham, Mar 5 at 2 
TuEspAY, Feb, 17, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Durrant, George Herbert, Hart st, Bl bury sq, Aucti . Pet 
Feb 14. Brougham. Mar 2 at 11 
McDermott, Hugh Frarcis, Mornington rd, Barrister-at-law. Pet 
July 16. Murray. Mar 3 at 12.30 
eee Alfred, Bath st, Poplar, Builder. Pet Feb 13. Pepys. Mar 
3 at 





To Surrender in the Country. 

Bewlay, Frederick, Hyde, Chester, Joiner. Pet Feb 12, MHall. 
Ashton-under-Lyne, Mar 4 at 11 

Bradley, John, Bedminster, Bristol, Builder. Pet Feb 14, Harley, 
Bristol, Mar 3 at 2 

Cross, Edwin, Whitchurch, Salop, Miller. Pet Feb 13. Speakman. 
Nantwich, Mar 1 at 11 

Sanderson, William, Aughton, York, Farmer. Pet Feb 12. Rollit. 
Kingston-upon-Hul!, Mur 2 at 3 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Feb. 13, 1880. 
Budden, Anne Elizabeth, Exeter. Feb 12 
Devenish, Samuel George, Regent st, Manager to a Wine Merchant. 


Feb 12 
Jones, William Henry, Lower Kennington lane, Coal Agent. Feb 2 
TuespaY, Feb 17, 1880. 
Green, William, Exeter, Police Inspector. Feb 12 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Fripay, Feb. 13, 1880. 

Aitken, Henry, James Oxberry, and Robert Oxberry, jan, York, Glass 
Bottle Manufacturers. Feb 26 at 12 at Harker’s York Hotel, St 
Helen’s sq, York. Mann and Son, York 

Alleesen, Humphrey, High st, Homerton, Cattle Salesman. Feb 24 at 
2 at offices of Briant, Winchester house, Old Broad st 

Allen, Frank, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 24 at 12 at offices of 
Paul, Corn st, Bristol 

Allen, Henry, Pewsey, Wilts, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 27 at 3 at the 
Phoenix Hotel, Pewsey. Dixon, Pewsey 

Allen, William Thomas, Smethwick, Statford, Builder. Feb 25 at 3 at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmicgham 

Armstrong, Thomas, Black Hall Mill, Durham, Grocer. Feb 27 at 11 
at cffices of Brodie, Townba!l, Consett. Welford, jun, Consett 

Baker, John Lay, Chatham, Confectioner. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of 
Basset, Eastgaie, Rochester 

Bek+r, John William, Southbank, York, Tailor, Feb 26 at 1 at the 
Lricklayer’s Arms, Palmer lane, York 

Bank, John, Pordinorwic, Carnarvon, Watch Maker. Feb 26 at 12 at 
the Qveen’s Commercial Hotel, Chester. Owen, Carnarvon 

Barter, David, Cleckteaton, York, Ergine Tenter. Feb 25 at 11 at 
offices of Lancaster and Wright, Manor row, Bradford 

Barker, Wi'liam, Ickleton, Cambridge, Miller. Feb 26 at 12 at offices of 
Baker and Thorneycroft, Bishops Storsford 

Barnett, William, Nunney, Somerset, Mason. March 3 at 3 at offices 
of Ames, Cork st, Frome 

Beevers, Sarah, Gildersome, nr Leeds, Innkeeper. Feb 26 at 3 at the 
Law Institution, Albion p!, Leeds. Lister, Wakefield 

Bennett, Walter, Old Kent rd, Timber Merchant. March 5 at 2 at 
offices of Foreman and Co, Gresham st. Curtis, Old Jewry chambers 

Best, Joseph, Manchester, Solicitor. March 5 at 4 at offices of Whitt, 
King st, Manchester, Burton, Manchester 

Bladen, Thomas, Oakengatee, Sulop, Boot Manvfacturer. Feb 26 at 3 
M4 A aod Acorn Hotel, Temple st, Birmingham. Phillips and Co, 

na) 

Bogg, George, Manningham, York, Plumber. Feb 25 at 3 at offices of 
Cot:am, Bank st, Bradford 

Bridson, William Pau!, Pilkington. Lancaster, Farm Manager. Feb 25 
at 11 at offices of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert eq 

Brodie, George, Canada yd, Poplar, Timber Merchant. feb 28 at 11 
at (flices of Ratcliff, Bishopsgate st, Within 

Burgess, Augustus Charles Jarratt, Wigan, Linen Draper. Feb 26 at 
11 at offices of France, Churchgate, Wigan 

Burrill, William, Hampsthwaite, York, Innkeeper. Feb 25 at 11 at 
offices of Bateson and Hutchinson, Harrogate 

Butlin, Charles, and Joseph Butlin, Rothwell, Northampton, Builders. 
March 1 at 2 at the George Hotel, Kettering. Preedy, Kettering 

Builer, Joseph Elijah, Hastings, Librarian. Feb 25 at 3 at the Law 
Institution, Chancery lane. Davenport and Co, Hastings 

Butterworth, Abraham, Bolton, Brick Manufacturer. Feb 24 at 10 at 
offices of Fielding, Fold st, Bolton 

Butterworth, Ellen, Rochdale. Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 26 at 2.30 at 
offices of Brierly, Butt’s avenue, Rochdele 

Carling, Charles, Florence rd, Finsbury pk, Commercial Traveller. 
Laid zl " 10 at 15, Parkhurst rd, Holloway. Goatly, Westminster 

ger 

Challener, John, Hulme, Manchester, Cabinet Maker. Feb 25 at 12 at 
offices of Almond, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Charlesworth, John, Batley, York. Joiner. Feb 27 at 11 at the George 
Hote!, Wellington st, Batley. Parker 

tk, John Francis Charles, Keresforth, Barnsley, Farmer, Feb 26 at 
11 at offices of Dibb and Co, Regent et, Barnsley 





Clarke, George, Launceston, Grocer, Feb 25 at 11 at offices of Elworthy 
and Co, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Clarke, Jonas, Cricklade St Sampson, Wilts, out of business, Feb 27 at 
11 at offices of Kinneir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 

Clarke, Thomas John, Exeter, Carpenter. Feb 28 at 10 at offices of 
Southcott, Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Clarkson, Abraham, West Cowes, Hants, Herbalist, Feb 23 at il at 
offices of Joyce, Sea st, Newport 

Clinch, Charles, Exeter, Brewer. Mar 1 at 10 at offices of Southcott, 
Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter Hartnoll 

Cook, Charles, Andover, Draper. Mar 3 at 1 at the White Hart Hutel, 
Andover. Footner and Son, Andover 

Cooper, Thomas, Market Drayton, Seedsman. Mar 2 at 2 at the Royab 
Hote!, Crewe. Lisle, Aud'em 

Coxon, Thomas, and Joseph Barker Coxon, Greenfield, York, Farmers. 
Mar 3 at 12 at offices of Kellas and Co, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Crompton, Nathan, Pilkington, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
27 at 11 at offices of Gardner, Sooper st, Manchester 

Curson. George Henry, Birkenhead, Butcher. Mar 2 at 3 at offices of 
i Hamilton sq, Birkenhead, Bleakley and Downham, Birks a 
ea 

Cuttell, Thomas, Oldham, Lancaster, Builder. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of 
Hanchett and Watson, Church lane, Oldham 


Davies, Rees, COwmbedw, Carmarthen, Butcher, Feb 27 at 12 at offices 
of Walters, Greesgate, Lampeter 

Edgineton. Thomas, sen, West Wycombe, Bucks, Farmer. Feb 25 atl 
at offices of Batting, Church sq, High Wycombe 

Edwards, Enoch, Crewe. Wine Retailer. Mar 4 at 11 at offices of 
Pointon, Albert chrs, Church Side, Crewe 

Edwards, Geerge, Dewsbury, Theatrical Manager. Feb 26 at 3 at offices. 
ot Shaw, Dewsbury 

Elston, Joseph, Bithley, Nottingham, Farmer. "eb 25 at 3 at Clinton 
Arms Hotel, Newark-upon-Trent. Kirkland, Southwell 


Foyard, James, Huddersfieli, Butcher. Feb 27 at 3 at offices of 
Ainley and Hall, New st, Huddersfield 

Fairbairn, John, Alnwick, Northumberland, Veterinary Surgeon. Feb 
27 at 12 at offices of Forster and Paynter, Finkle st, Alnwick 

Farrar, Johc, Ardwick, nr Manchester, China Dealer, Mar 2 at12 at 
offices of Blakeway, Deansgate, Manchester 

Forster, John Parkinson, Liverpool, Grocer. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of 
Roose and Price, North John st, Liverpool. Masters and Flet cher, 
Liverpool 

Foskett, William, Tring, Herts, Bootmaker. Mar 1 at 11.30 at 12, B read 
st, Cheapside. Vaisey, Tring 

Garm, Walter, Stondon Massey, Essex, Builder.. Mar 5 at 3 at 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, Chelmsford. Digby and Evans, Maldon 

Garrett, George William, K ngsland rd, Dealer in India Rubber Goods. 
Feb 23at 10 at Lord Napi-r Tavern, London Fields, Hackney. 
Harrison, Richmond gdns, Shepherd’s Bush 

Goodwin, John, and Henry Goodwin, Seward st, Goswell rd, Hearth- 
rug Manufacturers, Feb 20 at 4 at 62, Chancery lane. Ma rshall 

Gurney, Walter Edwin, Fenchurch st, Ship Owcer. Mar 4 at 2 at 
Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Pattisor and Co., Queen Vict oria st 

Hall, John Alfred, Bristol, Oil Merchant. Feb 25 at3 at offices of 
Dale and Vacheli, Bennett’s hil,, Birmingbam 

Hanrott, Howard Augustus, Three Crown sq, Borough, Solicitor. Feb 
21 at 2 at offices of Whitmarsh, High Holborn 

Harrison, James. Chorlton-upon-Mediock, Property Owner, Feb 24 at: 
3 at ottices of Woodall and Marriott, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Hart, Samuel. Great Easton, Fs:ex. Farmer. Feb 24at3at Saracen’s 
Head Iun, Dunmow. Knocker, Dunmow 

Hazeltine, George Char'es, Huckney rd, Uphoisterer. Mar 1 at 3 at 
offices of Prockter and Andrews, Princes st, Spitalfields 

Hedges, Edwin, Swat nrd, Bow, Baker. Mar 2 at 3 at offices of Wild 
and Co, Ironmonger lane 

Hicklin, William Henry, Bretby, Derby, Wheelwright. Feb 27 at 3. 
at offices of Briggs, Amen alley, Derby ‘ 

Hider, James John, Hardington rd, South Lambeth, Fancy Draper. 
Feb 27 ut 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Hill, Charles, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Commission Agent. Feb 24 at 
11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under-Lyms 

Hill, William, Middlesborough, out of business. Feb 23 at 10 at 
Argyle buildings, 633, Wilson st, Middlesborough 

Holrvyd, Neriah, Morley, York, Joiner. Feb 25 at 4 at the Commerc ial 
Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Wooler, Morley 

Holt, Joseph. Hulme, Manchester, Retailer of Beer. Feb 24 at 12 at 
offices of Almond, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Hughes, William, Holloway, Derby, Grocer. Mar2atll at the Bell 
Hotel, Sad'er gate, Derby. Cursham, Ripley 

Hugo, Charles, Swansea, Professor of Music. Feb 23 at 11 at Nelsom 
place, Swansea. John, Swansea 

Hutchinson, Thomas James, Crewe, Cheshire, Coal Merchant, Feb 26° 
at 11 at the Albert chmbrs, Church Side, Crewe. Pointon, Crewe 

Jackson, John, Hebden Bridge, York, Fustain Manufacturer. Feb 25 
at ll at the White Lion Horel, Hebden Bridge. Duckworth, Man=- 
chester 

Jamieson, Thomas, Low Bradley, Durham, Farmer, Feb 23 at 11 at. 
offices of Lockey and Co, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Jenkins, William, Penygraig, Glamorgan, Contractor, Feb 26 at 12 at. 
offices ot Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 

Jones, Charles Harrison, Westbromwich, Iron Merchant. Feb 25 at 11 
at offices of Rankin, High st, Westbromwich 

Jones, William, Moss Side, Manchester, Joiner. Mar 4 at 3 at offlees. 
of Booth, Cooper st, Manchester 

Krussman, Gustav Adolf, Linden Crescent, Forest Hill, Merchant. 
Feb 27 at 12 at offices of Davies, Moorgate st 

Lancaster, William, and Joseph Harrison, Clayton Bridge, Lancaster, 
phe Feb 25 at 3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Man- 
chester 

Lister, Robert Clapham Knottingly, York, Buillder. Feb 20 at 12 at 
offices of Richards, Market pl, Pontefract 

Lodge, Frederick John, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Provision Merchant. 
Feb 24 at 1 at offices of Collins, Broai st. Morg»n, Pontypridd 

Loew'nsohn, Meyer, Minories, Provision Merchant. Mar 2 at 3 a¥ 
6, Mark lane. Sorrel: and Son, Great Tower st 

Margerison, Samuel, and Lister Margerison, Bradford, Dyers. Feb 
27 at 11 at offices of Killick, C ial Bank buildings, Bradford 
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Martorell, Carles Ramon, Bolsover, st, Marylebone, Club Manager. 
Feb 26 at 2 at 23, Villers st,Strand. Abbot, Chancery lane 

Maskery, Henry, Horton, Stafford, Farmer. Feb 26 at 2 at offices of 
Hacker and Allen, St Edward st, Levk 

Matthews, William, Birmingham, Silversmith, Feb 27 at 3 at offices 
of Wood and Son, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Miles, John, North Bradley, Wilts, Innkeeper. Feb 23 at 12 ait offices 
of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Minet, Charles, Hawkesbury, Gloucester, Farmer. Feb 23 at 12 at 
offices of Dauncey and Turner, Wotton-under-Edge. Taynton and 
Sons, Gloucester 

Mitebell, Charles Moore, Naburn, York, Corn Miller. Feb 24 at 2.30 
at Hilton’s Clarance Hotel, York. Rhodes, Sherburn 

Moore, Richard Mackander, Bristol, Builder. Feb 21 at 12 at offices of 
Andrewe, Nicholas st, Bristo], Willmott, Bristol 

Morecroft, Thomas Frederick, Burton-under-Neeiwood,, Cement 
Manufacturer. Feb 27 at 3 at oftices of Jennings and Burton, High 
st, Burton-on-Trent 

Morgan, John, Sevenoakes, Kent, Coal Merchant. Feb 25 at 3.36 at 

of Holcroft and Machell, Sevenoakes 

Morley, William Thomas, Sneinton, Nottingham, Grocer. Feb 26 at 11 
at offices of Belk, M:ddle pavement, Nottingham 

Murphy, Robert, Salford, Lancaster, Pork Butcher. Mar 1 at3 at 
offices of Farrington and Pratt, Mosley st, Maxchester 

Nickerson, George, Thetford, Norfolk, Timber Merchant. Feb 25 at 11 
at offices cf Brooke, Attleborough 

Oakhill, Emanuel, Tockington, Gloucester, Farmer. Feb 25 at 2 at 
offices of Barnard, St Leonard’s chambers, Nicholas st, Bristcl. 
Peters, Bristol 

Osborn, Charles Henry, Hastings, Coach Builder. Feb 23 at 1 at the 
Bridge House Hotel, London Bridee. Chalinder, Hastings 

Oxx, George Amos, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Corn Chandler, Mar 3 at 12 
at offices of Brooke, Church st, Woodbridge 

Parry, James, Warrington, Lancashire, General Dealer. Feb 27 at 
2.30 <t offices of Davies aud Co, Market p!, Warrington 

Pateman, Henry William, Little Abbey st, Bermondsey, Basket Maker. 
Feb 20 at 3 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons avenue, Basinghall 
st. Bilton, Greyhound lane, Streatham 

Pearce, Alfred John Hillas, Wouldham near Rochester, Farmer. Feb 
25 at 12 at the King’s Head Hotel, High st. Hughes, Chapel st, Bed- 
ford row 

Pott, Taomas, Chatham, Mineral Water Manufactarer. Mar 1 at 3 at 
the King’s Head Hotel, High st, Rochester. Shakespear, Budge 
row, Cannon st 

Phi'lips, George, Portslade, Sussex, of no occupation. 
offices of Pollard, Prince Albert st, Brighton 

Pickstone, John, Hulme, Manchester, D ysalter. 
of Bodaington and Ba), Princess st, Manchester 

Pilking:on, Frank, Wakefi-ld, Cabinet Maker. Feb 25 at 11 at offices 


Mar 1 at lat 
Mar 1 at 3 at offices 


Feb 26 at 11 at 


Mar 2 





of Wainwright and Mason, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 
Pollard, Ambrose, Holloway, Derby, Grocer. Marzatllat the Bell 
Hotel, Sadler gate, Derby. Cursham, Rip'ey 
Price, Harriette, Yatton, Hereford, Beerhouse Keeper. 
offices of Dizhton, Newent 
Purvis, John Throop, Knaith park, nr Gainsborough, Lincoln, Farmer. 
Feb 25 at 11 at offices of Plaskitt and Robbs, Silver st, Gainsboroogh 
Ray, Arthur, Bilston, Stafford, Contractor. Feb 26 at 11 at the Globe 
Hotel, Mount Pleasant, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 
Reed, James, Carlisle, Draper. Mar | at 3 at offices of Johnson, Scotch 
st, Carlisle 
Richards, Henry, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Grocer. Feb 27 at 12 at tha 
Queen’s Head Hotel, Asnby-de-ia~Zouch. Fisher and Co, Ashby-de- 
la-Zouch 
Robinson, William, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Wine Retailer. 
at 3 at offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 
Robinscn, William Walker, Burslem, Stafford, Draper. Mar 3 at 11 at 
the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Cooper, Congleton 
Rogers, Edward, Warwick st, Pimlico, Lodging-house Keeper. Feb 23 
at 3 at offices of Hope and Co, Chancery lane 
Rothery, George, Longwood, York, Builder. Mar 1 at 3 at offices of 
Haigh, New st, Huddersfield 
Sanders, Francis, Little Brickhill, Buckingham, Farmer. Feb 25 at 4 
at the Bull Hotel, Fenny Stratford. Willis, Leighton Buzzard 
Schofiela, Edward, and Edward Hanson Boocock, Greetiand, York, 
Fag Feb 27 at 3 at offices of Storey and Ellis, Kings Cross st, 
jifax 
Sheard, Frederick, Robert Town, York, Colliery Proprietor. Feb 27 
at 11.30 at Black Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Ibberson, Heckmondwike 
Smith, James, Carnarvon, Coa! Merchant. Feb 26 at 12.30 at Dudley 
Arms Hotel, Rhyl. Jones, Liverpool 
Smith, Wiiliam George, Hanley, Draper. Feb 25 at 11 at offices of 
Tennant and Co., Hanley 
South, William, Edgware rd, Hat Manufacturer. Feb 26 at 3 at offices 
of Mogg, Shoreditch High st. Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 
Sowden, Reuben, Dewsbury, Auctioneer. Marlat 10.30 at offices of 
Bidgway and Ridgway, Union st, Dewsbury 
Spells, Edward, Southminster, Essex, Farmer. Feb 25 at 11 at offices 
of Crick end Freeman, Maldon 
Stones, Thomas, Bedford, L hire, Ir ig Mac 1 at 10,30 at 
offices of Whittingham, Charch st, Leigh 
Swaine, Thomas, Macclesfield, Jeweller. Mar i at 3 at Exchange 
chmbrs, Mecclesfield. Barclay and Henstock 
“Taylor, Daniel, Dummer, Hants, Farmer. Feb 26at 11 at offices of 
Bayley, Basingstoke 
*Tay'or, James, Deal, Wholesale Greengrocer, Feb 27 at 3 at Black 
Horse Hote!, Deal. Mercer, Ramsgate 
Taylor, James Brandon, Birmingham, Button Manufactorer. 


Feb 27 
at 11.30 at offices of Powell and Browett, Ann st, Birmingham 

Thomas, Edward, Denbigh, Cattle Dealer, Feb 265 at 12 at Bull Hotel, 
Denbigh. Gold und Co, Denbigh 

Thompson, George, Woittenstell, Northumberland, Cattle Dealer. 
Feb 27 at 10 at offices of Welford, jun, Middle st, Consett 

Timeon, Jomes, Burton-on-Trent, Grocer, Feb 20 at 11 atthe Mid'and 
Hote), Burton-on-Trent. Wilson, Burton-on-Trent 

Todd, Charles Walter, Appleton Wiske, York, Blacksmith. Feb 25 at 
at 1] at the Golden Lion Hotel, Northallerton, Teule, Middles~ 

Sorough 





———= 

Turner, Robert, Allendale, Northumberland, Draper. Feb 27 abl af 
offices of Tilley, West Sunniside, Sunderland 

Ulmschneider, Charles, Saint Nicholas, Worcester, Licensed Victys 

Mar 3 at 1 at offices of Clutterbuck, The Foregate, Cross, 


aller, 
Worcester 

Waddington, Tnomas, Leeds, Forniture Dealer. Feb 25 at 3 at offices 
of Walker, South parade, Leed 


s 

Wall, Benjamin, jun, Redcar, York, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 19 
at offices <f Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Midd\esborough 

Warners Henry, Well st, Tie Manufacturer. Feb 27 at 2 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Wragg and Edwards, Great 8t 


Helen’s 

Watkin, William Henry, Leicester, Grocer. Feb 27 at 3 at offices of 
Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Watson, John, Whinflower Hall, Sawdon Heights, York, Farmer, 
Feb 25 at 11 at offices of Jackson, Malton 

West, George William, Bradford, York, Iailor. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
Haigh, Darley st, Bradford 


Williams, Harry Spencer, Newport, Monmouth, Boot and Shoe 
Feb 26 at 12 at offices of Hutchins, Commercial st, New. 


Maker, 
port 
TUEsDAY, Feb. 17, 1880. 

Aldington, George, Littleton, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, Mar 
at 11 at offices of New and Co, Bridge st, Evesham 

Anderson, William Alban, Leeds, Wholesale Grocer. Mar 1 at 3 at 
the Creditors’ Association, Park row, Leeds 

Andrews, Thomas, jun, Attleborough, Norfolk, Cabinet Maker. Mart 
at 12 at offices of Sadd and Liray, Theatre st, Norwich 

Anker, Charles, Peterborough, Northampton, Fishmonger. Marl at 


11 at offices of Rutland and Graves, Priestgate, Peterborough 

Anthony, John Readwin, City rd, Auctioneer. Feb 27 at 2 at offices of 
Deane, Union ct, Old Broad st 

Armstrong, William, South Shields, Builder. Feb 26 at 8 at offices of 
Gillespie Brothers, Westgate rd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Sewell, 
Newcastle-uvon-Tyne 

Ashby, Matthew, Halifax, Builder. Feb 27 at 11 at offices of Leeming, 
Westgate, Halifax 

Attenborough, Sarah, Steep'e, Essex, Farmer, 
of Digoy and Evans, Maldon 

Baker, Robert, and James Baker, Longton, Grocers. 
offices of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Bsrnett, Robert, Aldershot, Milkkmin. Mar 1 at 2 at offices of Eve, 
Victoria rd, Aldershot 

Bate, Joseph, Coldlanes, Bilston, Stafford, Labourer. Mar 1 at 11 at 
the Globe Hotel, Mount Pieasant, Bilston, Bowen, Bilston 

Beddoes, James, Bromfield, Salop, Farmer. Mar 2 at 12 at offices of 
Marston, Corve st, Lud'ow 


Mar4 at Il at offices 


Feb 26 at Il at 


Bickley, William, Bloxwich, Stafford, out of business. Mar 1 at3 at 
offices of Cartwright, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Bryant, James Sutton, Cricklade, Wilts, Ironmonger. Feb 26 at 2 at 


the Great Western Hotel, Swindon. Lovett, Cricklade 

Buckland, Hannah, and Sarah Buckland, Stonebridge Park Willesden, 
School Proprietresses. Mar 3 at 3 at offices of Muntan and Morris, 
Lambeth hill, Queen Victoria st 

Buller, William, Bridport, Dorset, Innkeeper. 
Davies, Church st, Yeovil 

Chapple, William, jun, Manchester, Plane Manufacturer. 
at offices of Storer, Fountain st, Manchester 

Cliffe, Thomas, Kingston-npon-Hull, Boot Dealer. 
Trade Protection Suciety, New st, Leicester. 


Mar 3 at 3 at offices of 


Feb 19 at3 


Feb 27 at 3 at the 
Walker and Spink, 


al 

Collard, Elizabeth Reynolds, Ickham, Kent, Farmer, Marl at 12 at 
the Queen’s Head Inn, Canterbury. Sankey and Co, Canterbury 

Colwill, Philip, jun, Bideford, Devon, Merehant. March 1 at 12 at 
offices of Rooker and Bazeley, Bridgland st, Bideford 

Comben, Wiliam, and Charles Bazell, Frampton, Dorset, Farmers. 
Mar 4 at 11 at the Antelope Hotel, Dorchester. Howard 

Cooper, Adam Clarke, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Contractor, Mar 2 at 
12 at the Cambrian House Office, Market st, Ryde. Fardell 

Cox, Edward, Birmingham, Tailor. Feb 28 at 10,15 at offices of East, 
Temple st, Birmingham 

Cox, Tom, Ledbury, Hereford, Blacksmith. Feb 27 at 12 at the Royal 
Oak Inn, Ledbury. Stallard, Worcester 

Davies, James, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Butcher. Mar 1 at 10.15 at 
offices of Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 





Dickinson, James, St Helen’s, L hire, out of busi Mar 6 at 
11 at 60, Tontine st, St Helen’s, Marsh, St Helen’s 

Dickinson, Richard, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 2 at 3 at 
offices of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Evans and 


Lockett, Liverpool 

Dumelow, Thomas, Lei , out of busi Mar 1 at 12 at offices 
of Harvey, Selborne bidgs, Millstone lane, Leicester 

Eccles, Herbert, Crewe, Innkeeper. Feb 27 at 11 at the Wellington 
Inn, Mill st, Crewe. James, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Edwards, John, Bratford, York, Stone Mason. Feb 25 at 3 at offices of 
Cater, Piece Hall yard, Bradford 

Edwards, Theodore, Liverpool, Ship Broker. Mar 3 at 2.30 at offices of 
Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Collins and Oo, Liverpool 





Ed wards, Thomas, Ferndale, Glamorgan, Collier. Feb26 at 2 at offices 
of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 
Ellicott, William Rendell, Torquay, Wheelwright. Mar 2 at 12 at 


offices of Michelmere and Hacker, Newton Abbott 
Elliott, William, Beccles, Suffslk, Butcher. Mar 5 at 12 at Beccles 
Traders’ Association, Blyturgate st, Beccles. Dowsett, Great Yar- 


mouth 
£llis, Edwin, Canterbary, Boot Maker, Mar 5 at 3 at Fleur-de-Lis 
Hotel,Canterbury. Plummer and Fielding, Canterbu 


Mar 1 at 12 at offices 
Mar 1 at3 at offices of 


Ellis, James, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Joiner, 
of Lamb, st Peter’s sq, Manchester « 

Fell, Charles, Bolton, Lancaster, Chemist. 
Richardson and Son, Cross st, Manchester 


Fellows, Edward, Birmingham, Bedstead Manufacturer. Feb 27 at U 
at offices of Parr, Colemore row, Birmingham 
Ford, George, Queen Charlton, Somerset, Haulier. Feb 27 at 2 at 


offices of Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 
Ford, Joseph Reade, Frodsham, Chester, Licenved Victualler. Mar 4 
at 3 at offices of Linaker and Son, Frodsham 
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William, Southsea, Hants, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 1 at 3 at 
et atthe Marrigon, Mgue, Isls of Wiehe, T monger, Mar 1 
‘atthew 5 , Lronma 4 r 
at 2atofices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside. Wooldridgs 
Edwin, Denbigh. Watchmaker, Mar 3 at 3 at officesof 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Yall, John Alfred, Bristol, Oil Merchant. Feb 27 at 1 at the Grand 
flotel, Broad st, Bristol, in lieu of the place and hour originally 


Gareass, William Robson, North Shields, Steamboat Owner, Marl at 
11 at offices of Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

‘Parison, Joseph. Lofthouse-in-Cleveland, York, Builder. Mar 4 at 3 
at the Queen Hotel, Saltburn-by-the-Sea. Collier, Lofthouse-in- 
Cleveland 

farwood, Joseph, Tamworth, Stafford, Commission Agent. Mar 4 at 3 
at offices of Nevill and Atkins, Colahill, Tamworth 

Billyer, Edward, Royal Leamington Spa, Warwick, Retired Pu blican. 
Feb 27 at 11 at offices of Blaker, Church terrace, Royal Leamington 


Spa 

Sovden. Joe, Wakefield, Commission Agent. Feb 28 at 12 at the Bull 
Hotel, Westgate, Wakefield. Midd'eton and Sons 

lowe, John, Sowerbr Bridge, York, Joiner. Mar 4 at 3 at offices of 
Rhodes, Townhall chbrs, Sowerby Bridge, Halifax 

Johnson, Isaac Atkins, Bradley, Stafford, Baker. Feb 27 at 11 at offices 
of Bowen, Martin st, Stafford 

Jones, Daniel, Wolverhampton, Spectacle Frame Maker. Mar 4 at 3 at 
offices of Willcock, Queen’s chbrs, North st, Wolverhampton 

Jones, Maria, Coventry, Fish and Egg Dealer. Mar! at 12 at offices of 
Neale, Hay lane, Coventry 

Jones, Robert Sinclair, Northampton, Artists’ Colourman. Mar 1 at 
12 at offices of Hensman, St Giles st, Northampton 

Kemp, Horatio, Railway avenue, Old Kent rd, Estate Agent. Feb 26 
du at Kennan’s Hotel, Crown ct, Cheapside. Lovett and Co, King 
William st 

Knowles, Thomas, Leeds, Earthenwnre Dealer, Feb 27 at 3 at the Albin 
Hotel, Albion st, Hanley. Oranswick 

lake, Simon Henry, Ilfracombe, Fish and Game Dealer. Feb 28 
at 3.3¢ atthe Bell Hote), Barnstaple. Smale, Bideford 

Lane, John, Skegsby, Notiinghcm, out of business. Mar I at1l at 
offices of Stevenson, Weekday cross, Nottingham 

Lawrence, William, Sidmouth, Devon, Dairyman. Feb 28 at 12 at the 
London Hotel, Sidmouth. Tweed, Honiton 

Leake, Charles, Faxfleet, near Howden, York, Farmer. Feb 24 
at 3 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Hull. Roberts and Leak, 


Hull 

‘Yewis, James, Cheapside, Birmingham, Bedstead Manufacturer. 
Feb 23 at 11 at offices of Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Levton, Charles Whittard, Cambridge, Gloucestersh ire, Inn Keeper, 
Mar 1 at 2 at offices of Evans, Exchange buildings, East Bristol 

Lord, Samuel, Silas, Woolwich, Draper. Mar 1 at | at offices of Hughes, 
Gresham bldngs. Hnghes, Woolwich 

Mann, James, Three Colt lane, Bethnal green, Cowkeeper. Feb 24 at 
at 12at the Unicorn Tavern, Vivian rd, Old Ford, Hicks, Grove rd, 
Victorla park 

Wargerison, Samuel, and Lister Margerison, Dyers, Bradford. Feb 27 
at 12 at cffices of Killick and Co, Commercial Bank buildings, Brad- 


Marr, George Robertson, and Jobn Black, Bradford, York, Concrete 
Floor Layers. Mar 1 at1l at the Alexandra Hotel, Gt Horton rd, 
Bradford. Berry and Robinson, Bradford 

Martin, Samuel, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Tailor. Mar 1 at 3 at offices 
of Hanne, Upper Bond st, Melcombe Regis 

McCaig, Hugh Dunbar. Alverly, Salop, Farmer. Mar 1 at 12 atthe 
Bush Inn, High st, Dudley. Gatis, Wolverhampton 

rmick, Martin, Farnworth, Lancaster, Piumber. Mar1 at3 at 
offices of Dutton, Acresfield, Bolton 

Mehew, William James, Sheffield, Auctioneer. Feb 27 at 3 at offices of 
Binney, Bank st, Sheffield 

Melbourn, David, Bailgate, Lincoln, Seedsman. Mar 3 at 12 at offices o} 
Ward, Silver st, Lincoln 

Memery, Thomas, Torquay, Devon, Auctioneer. Mar 2 at 11 at offices 
of Carter and Son, Carey bldngs, Abbey rd, Torquay 

Miller, Frederick, Brierly hil', Stafford, Journeyman Baker. Feb 28 at 
12 at offices of Addison. High st, Brierly hill 

Miller, William, Hatton Wall, Grocer. Mar 3 at $ at offices of Grain and 
Son, Castle st, Holborn 

Mitchell, Mary, Willenhall, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 1 at 11 
at offices of Baker, Walsall st, Wil'enhall 

Moore, Edwin, Wroughton, Wilts, Miller. Mar1 at 10 at offices of Kin- 
neir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 

Mort, Samuel, Tarvin, Chester, Saddler Mar 3 at 3 at offices of 
Ellis, Newgate st, Chester 

You!ds, George, Bulkington, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Feb 25 
at Il at offices of Hughes and Masser, Little Park st, Coventry 

Muir, George, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Licensed Victualler. "Feb 27 
at 3 at offices of Gillespie Brothers, Westgate rd, Ne weastie-upon- 


“Oldham, James, and Ellis Oldham, ape. Chester, Hatters. Mar 1 at 
3 at offices of Brocke, Hanmet st. Hyde 
Osborne, William Frederick, Barton Hill, Bristol, out of business. 
Feb 25 at 2 at offices of Tricks and Co, City chambers, Nicholas st, 
Bristol, Clifton and Carter, Bristol 
Palmer, Arthur, Bristol, Auctioneer. Feb 27 at 1! at offices of Pitt, 
St John st, Bristol 
Parker, Felix Charles, Francis st, Tottenham Court rd, Licensed 
Victualler, Mar 2 at 12 at offices of Crump and Son, Philpot lane 
Parr, William, Nottingham, Tailor. Mar 1 at 12 at offices of Maples 
and McCraith, Low pavement, Nottingham 
ly, Francis, Norton, nr Doncaster,Farmer. Mar? at 11 at offices 
of Wainwright and Macon, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 
gott, John, Chorlton-on-Mediock, Manchester, Farmer. Feb 26 at 
2.at Crown Hotel, Nantwich. Brooke, Nantwich 
Poole, Frank, Camberwell New rd, Auctioneer, Mar } at 3 at offices of 
der, Holborn Viaduct 
Brangley, Osborne, Trowbridge, Wilts, Corn Merchant. Mar 8 at 12 at 
ley and Son’s Mart, Manvers st, Trowbridge. Rodway, Trow- 





Rawson, William, Goole, York, Shoemaker. Mar 4 at 2 at offices of 
Pease, Banks terrace, Goole, Hind and Everett 

Reed, Philip, Rochester, Greengrocer. Mar 8 at 3 at King’s Head 
Hotel, High st, Rochester. Shakespear, Budge row, Cannon st 

Reynolds, John, March, Cambridge, Blacksmith. Feb 27 at 12 at 
offices of Gaches, Cathedral gateway, Peterborough 

Richards, Edwin, Golborne rd, Notting hill, Boot Maker. Marl at2 
at offices of Orehard, John et, Bedford row 

Rieple, Joseph, Liantri-sant, Glamorgan, Ironmonger. Mar ! at 2 at 
a a Association, Duke st, Cardiff. Griffith and Corbett, 


Cardi: 

Rixsen, Joseph, Wellington pl, Gray’s inn rd, Licensed Victualler. 
_ 5 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Keene aod Co, Mark 
jane 

Rodell, William, Walter, York, Pianoforte Dealer. Feb 28 at 11 at 
offices of James, Lerdal, York 

Rowley, William, Bi:mingham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 28 at 11.30 
at offices of East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Sainsbury, James Charles, Westbury, Wilts, Pig Dealer. Mar 2 at 12 
at Lopes Arms, Westbury. Jones, Trowbridge 

Satterthwaite, Isaac, Barrow-in-Furness, Coal Dealer. Mar 4 at 11 at 
Trevelyan Temperance Hotel, Church st, Barrow-ia Furness. Sims, 
Barrow-in-Farness 

Scott, Samuel, Manchester, Manager of a Chemical Works. Mar 4 at 
3 at the King’s Arms Hotel, Spring Gardens, Manchester. Duck- 
worth, Manchester 

Scrimshaw. Thomas, Harlaxton, Lincoln, Farmer. Mar 1 at 3 at the 
George Hotel, Grantham. Cockayne, Nottingham 

Shallcross, Joseph, Birkenhead, Butcher. Mar 1 at 3 at offices of 
Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Sindrey, Alfred, Bailey, Hereford, Road Contractor. Mar3 atll as 
offices uf Williams, Gloucester rd, Ross 

Smith, Robert, Kington Langley, Wilts, Farmer. Mar 3 at 11 at the 
Angel Hot+1, Chippenham, FPenniger and Co, Chippenham 

Stokes, Arthur, Cardiff, Coal Dealer. Mar 1 at 3 at officesof Jones, 
Mary st, Cardiff 

Tapley, John Cecil, Maidenhead, Berks, Hotel Keeper. Mar lati1l 
at the White Hart Hotel, Maidenhead. Dodd, Reading 

Thomas, George, Tranmere, Chester, Hay and Straw Dea’er. Feb 25 
at 3 at offices of Ellis, Newgate st, Chester 

Tillotson, William, Silsden, York, Nailmaker. Feb 28 at 2 at offices 
of Robinson and Robinson, Skipton 

Viaton, James, and John Vinton, Hampstead rd, St Pancras, Letter 
— Printers. Mar 3 at 2 at offices of Hortin, Edgware rd, Pad- 

ington 

Waring, Wiliam, Salford, Lancaster, Butter Dealer. Mar 2 at 3 at 
offices of Chew and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Watts, William Henry, Coleford, Gloucester, Plumber. Mar 1 at 11 at 
the Angel Hotel, Coleford. Vaughan, Newp rt 

West, Frederick, Barrow-in-Furness, Beerseller. Mar 3 at 3 at the 
Trevelyan Temperance Hotel, Church st, Barrow-in-Furness. Sims, 
Barrow-in-Furnes3 

Westbury, Clement, Walsall, Brush Maker. Mar 3 at 11 at offices of 
Cook, Bridge st, Walsall. B ll, Walsall 

Wheeler, Frank Bagshiwe, Fenchurch st, Oil Merchant. Mar 5 atl? 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Lewis and Watsou, Grace- 
church st 

Wheeler, John, and Herry James Love, Kingsland, Slate Merchants. 
Feb 28 at 11 at offices of Boult and Woollan, Newgate st. Turner 
and Son, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

White, Frederick Ames, Bournemouth, Greengrocer. Mar 3at 3 at 
offices of Druitt, Townha!] chambers, Bonrnemouth 

Whittall, Thomas, Llandrindod, Radnor, Farmer. Feb 27 at 1.30 at 
offices of Bazeley, Builth. Williams and Co, Newtown 

Wilman, Matthew, Batley Carr, Dewsbury, Greengrocer. Feb 27 at 3 
at offices of Shaw, Bood st, Dewsbury 

Wilson, Thomas, Wilmslow, Chester, Cabinet Maker. Mar 3 at 11 at 
offices of Satton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Wood, John Thomas, Aberford, York, Farmer. Feb 28 at 2 at offices 
of Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Wooton, Levi, Manchester, Provision Dealer. Mar 1 at 3 at offices of 
Chew and Sons, S wan st, Manchester 

Yabsley, John, Halwell, Devon, Builder. Mar 1 at 12 at offices of 
Pearse, Princess sq, Plymouth 


’ 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. : 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, ‘smts all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vanilla Chocolate, and may be taken when richer choeolate is pro- 
aibited, 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, Londom, W.C. 


A WIDOW LADY, of Good Position and in 

Affluence, wishes to find a YOUNG GENTLEWOMAN of means, 
who needs a quietly luxcriant Home. The object is to obtain a 
Friend and Companion for her Daughter. The Home is sitvated in 
one of the most picturesque and beautiful country towns in England, 
where the Society is good. The advantages offered being unexcep- 
tional, the Terms will be high, in order to secure the object desired 
and the independence of the Lady herself.—Address by letter only, 
“M. 121,” cure of Henry Greenwood, 2, York-street, Covent Garden, 
London. 
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PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOUM sBORY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum , 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and p:-t-free, which 


explains the only pertectly painless system of adaptine ARTIFICIAL 
THtETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Putent), which 


have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 


EDE AND 30N 
ROBE Shrie 










BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, ft. 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITYS CLERGY GOWNS, &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 
LAW BOOKS PUBLISHED BY W. MAXW:LL & SON. 


Just published, in 1 vol., Sixth Edition, 8vo, price £1 11s. 6d., cloth. 
ROOM’S COMMON LAW.—COMMi/NTARIES 
on the COMMON LAW, designed as Introductory to its Siudy. 
By HEKBERT BROOM, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, late Professcr of 
Common Law to the Inns of Court. 1880. 
b Now ready, royal 8vo, price £1 12s., cloth. | 
AVIDSON’S PRECEDENTS in CONVEY- 
ANCING. Vol. IV. Turrp Epition. Containing Wiils and 
Appointments of New Trustees. By ©. DAVIDSON and T. KEY, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. 
Second Edition, in 1 vol,, rova) 12m0, price 21s., cloth, 
EYWOOD’S PRACTICE of the COUNTY 
COURTS ; comprising the whole Practice, except in Admiralty 
and Bankruptcy. The Sections of the Judicature Act applying to 
County Courts,and the whole of the County Court Statute, and the 
Roles, Orders, Forms, and Scales of Fees and Costs, are p:inted in the 
Aprendices. Second Edition, entirely re-written and greatly enlarged. 
sv GEORGE WASHINGTON HEYWOOD, of the Middle Temple, 
Barrister-at-Law. 

“ . . . We may say at once, as the result of the tests we have 
applied, that we have found the information full and accurate, and the 
ttutements cautious. The book, in fact, seems to have had unusual, 
care and pains bestowed upon it; and, while increasin. in bulk, it has 
mot lost the terseness of statement which characterised the former 
edition. The arrangement ofthe matter in the different chapters is 
with few exceptions, excellent, and it is very easy to find your way in 
the book.”—Solicitors’ Journal. 

London: W. Maxwe ut & Son, 29, Fleei-street, E.C. 


\ | R. T. BATEMAN NAPIER, Winner of the 
4 Law Society’s only Scholarship for the year 1876, Conveyanc- 
ing Gold Medallist, and Cliff-rd’s-inn Piizeman, prepares Stndents for 
the Preliminary, Inte:mediate, and Final Examinations. Classes are 
lmited to six in number, and the Honour Class is taken separately. 
Pupils are prepared through the post. During the past year many 
of Mr. Napier’s rupils cbtained prizes or certificates of honour,—Apply 
to 1, Mitre-court-building, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. 


M R. INDERMAUR 6(Clifford’s Inn Prizeman, 
Bh Editor of the Law Student’s Journal, and Author of Various 
Works for Law Students) receives pupils for all legal Examinations, 
or reading both in class and privately, and also prepares students 
through the post. The number in each class is limited to12. At the 
Final (Solicitors) lately, for five terms in succession, pupils have taken 
Honours. During that time 68 sent up, of whom 61 passed, !0 of these 
\akiug Honours.—For terms and further particulars apply, personally 
or by letter, to Mr. InpERMAuR, 22, Chancery-lane, London, 


‘¢HURGOOD & OO., Estate and Land Agents, 
Surveyors and Auctioneers, Lonsdale Chambers, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C., hold PERIODICAL SALES of Property, at the MART, the 
Second Tuesday in each month. Railway, School Board, Corporation, 
Board of Works, and other Compensations conducted. Valuaticns for 
Probate, Mortgages, &c. Estates managed. 
A scale of charges upon application. 


\f ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
a LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
siarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
T.vestments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser- 
tion should be received not later thu four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


























M ODEL SETS OF OFFICES (eight or sixteen 

rooms).—Two self-contained sets of premises, 14 and 15, Union. 
court, Old Broad-street, to be LET. Strong-room and all con venienegs 
—Messrs. DeseNHAM, Trwson, & Farmer, 80, Cheapside, E.C, 2 


memes, 

HAMBERS to LET.—Second Floor, 3, Lancaster. 

) place, Strand. Bed, sitting, and dressing rooms, with w.c, en 

suite, Several excellent fittings if required by tenant.—Apply to Mr, 
Gro. CLARIDGE, 23, Harp-lane, City. 


( FFICES to be LET, in suites or otherwise, at 
ALBEMARLE CHAMBERS, facing the Royal !Institution of 
Great Britain,—Apply at 27, Albemarle-treet, Piccadilly, W. 














BOROUGH OF BIRMINGHAM. 


HE Corporation is prepared to Accept LOANS o§ 
£100 and upwards, on security of the Local Rates, at £3} per 
cent., repayable at any time on six months’ notice; or for periods of 
three, four, or five years at £33 per cent. per annum. The Interest 
payable balf-yearly, 
Offers of Loans to be addressed to 
WILLIAM R. HUGHES, Treasurer, 
Treasurer’s Department, The Coancil House, 
Eden-place, 10th April, 1879. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 
IRKBECK BAN K.— 


Current Accounts opened according to the usual practice ot other 
Bankers, and Interest a!!owed on the minimum monthly balances. No 
commission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also receives 
money on Deposit at Three and a half per cent. Interest, repayable or 
demand. The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of charge, the 
custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities and Valuables ; the eol- 
lect‘on of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale ot Stocks and Shares. Letters of Credit and Cireu!ar Note 
issued for al! parts of Europe and elsewhere. A Pamphlet, with full pa 


ticulars, on application. 
. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, 


AVIGATING TELEGRAPHS COMPANY 


(Limited).—Incorporated under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 
1879, whereby the liability of each shareholder is limited to the amount 
of his shares.—Capital £20 000 in 4,000 shares of £5 each, payable as 
follows : £1 per share on application, and £1 10s. on allotment, 
Drrecrors, 

Sir Philip Haughton Clarke, Bart., Director of the Tramways Trost. 
Company (Limited). ; 
W. Cope Devereux. E-q., R.N., F.R.G.S., Director of Carpenter's 

Patent Davit Boat-Lowering Company (Limited). 
Colonel W. Wallingfo:d Knollys, F.R.G.S., Belgrave-read, 8. W. 
H. W. Maynard, E:q. (Messrs. Maynard Bros, & Co.), 34, Gracechureh- 
street, E.C, 
A. R. Robinson, Esq., C.E., Director of the North London Suburban 
Tramwsys Company (Limited), &c. 
Nassau J. Senior, E-q., Director of the Aylesbury Dairy Company 
(Lin ited), &c. 
Solicitors—Me:srs. Hollams, Son, & Coward, Mincing-lane, E.0, 
Bankers—The London and County Bank, Lombard-street, 
London, E.C., and its Branches. 
Offices (Temporary)—142, Strand, London, W.C. 
TESTIMONIALS. 
From Admiral Sir George St. Vincent King, K.C.B. 
“It appears to me to be a most useful invention, and one long: 
needed.’ 





From Admiral Talavera V. Anson. 

“‘T cannot but think the invention is one of great interest to all 
professional men—indeed, a most valuable one. I will aid it with the. 
greatest pleasure. In meavtime I cannot but recommend it to my 
brother officers, whom I am sure will also approve of it.” 

From Rear-Admiral H. J. Blomfield. 
“The invention seems to me a good one. Tue principle of itis 6 
obvious that I am surprised that it has never yet been applied.” 
From Rear-Admiral H, F. W. Ingram. 
“ IT unhesitating ly approve of this most valuable invention.” 
From Captain Edward White, R.N., H.M.S, Himalaya. 

“ The application will be a very great imprcvement on the present me~ 
chanical methods of communicating with the wheel and engine room.” 
From Captain W. Woolcott, Peninsulsr and Oriental Company’s steam- 

sbip Pekin. 

“The Electric Steering Telegraph which you fitted in this ship, from 
the standard compass aft to the wheelhouse under forward bridge, we 
find answers admirably; having no difficulty in setting the ship to her 
course, and in moving her head from point to point in taking 
Azimuths, it is excellent. Should the ship be off her course at any 
time, the Quartermaster can at once call the helmsman’s attention 
the fact. It far surpasses the old system of coloured lamps, aad 
would, no doubt, be very much cheaper in the end. We think that it 
would be a great advantage if all long ships were fitted in the same 
way. 

From Captain John J, Cartwright, United States Navy. 

“The Steering and Engine Room Telegraphs answer first rate, and, 
if better known, I feel sure would be generally adopted. For large 
ships there are many advantages, and even in small craft, especially 
steamers and too many dangers might be avoided by their use- 
Steamers fitied with the two systems may be considered as safe on pas- 


sage as in dock, and insurances should be effected at lower premiums. 


For keeping aship to her course, steaming through roadsteads, and 
getting into harbour, nothing better could have been invented.” — 

Full prospectuses, containing testimonials from many of the highest 
authorities in the Royal Navy and Mercantile Marine, and forms of 
application for shares may be obtained of the bankers and solicitors, 
and at the temporary offices of the company, where also the telegraph 
apparatus can be seen in operation. 
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